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to assist the States in conducting similar 
conferences on aging prior to the White 
House Conference on Aging, and for related 
purposes; to the Committee on Education 
and Labor. 

By Mr. PATMAN: 
H. Con. Res. 575. Concurrent resolution to 

express the sense of Congress with respect 
to am investigation and study to determine 
the potential of railroad passenger and mail 
transportation in the United States; to the 
Oommittee on Interstate and Foreign Com
merce. 

By Mr. BROWN of California: 
H. Con. Res. 576. Concurrent resolution 

concerning the development of the ocean 
floor through international cooperation; to 
the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. SCHEUER: 
H. Con Res. 577. Concurrent resolution 

<Concerning the development of the ocean 
:fl.oor through international cooperation; to 
the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. DERWINSKI: 
H. Res. 968. Resolution to express the sense 

of the House of Representatives against the 
persecution of persons by Soviet Russia be
cause of their religion, race, or nationality; 
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private 

bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. BOLAND: 
H.R. 13907. A bill for the relief of Lesvia 

M. Doukellis; to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

By Mr. FINO: 
H.R. 13908. A bill for the relief of Maria 

Cavallo; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN: 

H.R. 13909. A bill for the relief of Domenico 
La Forgia; to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

By Mr. LONG of Louisiana: 
H.R. 13910. A bill for the relief of Riley C. 

Melton; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. LONG of Maryland: 

H.R. 13911. A bill for the relief of Lt. (jg.) 
George T. Ankrum; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. MEEDS: 
H.R. 13912. A bill for the reilef of Angeliki 

Giannakou; to the Committee on the Ju
diciary. 

By Mr. REES: 
H.R. 13913. A bill for the relief of Miss 

Kotoko Abe; to the Committee on the Ju
cllciary. 

H.R.13914. A b1ll for the relief of Miss 
Lolita J. Jaramilla; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

H.R. 13915. A blll for the relief of Mr. and 
Mrs. Andres Nathan; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. RYAN: 
H.R. 13916. A b1ll for the relief of Rachel F. 

Fuentes; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

•• .... •• 
SENATE 

TUESDAY, NOVEMBER 7, 1967 
The Senate met at 12 o'clock meridian, 

and was called to order by the Acting 
Pres1dent pro tempore <Mr. METCALF). 

The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown 
Harris, D.D., offered the following prayer: 

Almighty God, who art the abiding 
peace of the universe, we bow before Thee 
in humility and reverence. In the mercies 
of yet another day, we come with hearts 
grateful for Thy grace, praying that, by a 

strength not our own, our individual rec
ord may be kept by any word or act un
worthy of our best. · 

To Thee we lift our hearts in prayer, 
bringing nothing but our need and the 
adoration of our contrite spirits. From 
Thy hands we have received the gift of 
life, the blessings of home and of friend
ship, and the sacrament of beauty. In the 
fullness of Thy mercy Thou hast given us 
work to do and the strength wherewith 
to do it. 

Inspire and guide with Thy spirit these 
servants of the people-the few among 
the many-lifted to high pedestals of 
power and responsibility, to the end that 
they may be found faithful stewards of 
the Nation's trust. 

Set our feet on lofty places, 
Gird our lives that they may be 

Armored with all Christlike graces 
In the fight to set men free; 

Grant us wisdom, grant us courage 
That we fail not man nor Thee. 

In the dear Redeemer's name. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. President, 

I ask unanimous consent that the reading 
of the Journal of the proceedings of Mon
day, November 6, 1967, be dispensed with. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pare. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING 
SENATE SESSION 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that all com
mittees be authorized to meet during the 
session of the Senate today. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

LIMITATION ON STATEMENTS DUR
ING TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE 
MORNING BUSINESS 
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. President, 

I ask unanimous consent that state
ments in relation to the transaction of 
routine morning business be limited to 3 
minutes. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 
A message from the House of Repre

sentatives by Mr. Hackney, one of its 
reading clerks, announced that the House 
had pasesd, without amendment, the fol
lowing bills and joint resolution of the 
Senate: 

s. 219. An act to authorize the Secretary 
of Agriculture to sell certain land in Lander, 
Wyo., and for other purposes; 

s. 423. An act authorizing the use of addi
tional funds to defray certain increased costs 
associated with the construction of the 
small-boat harbor at Manele Bay. Lanai, Ha
waii, and for other purposes; 

s. 1391. An act to cancel certain construc
tion costs and irrigation assessments charge
able against lands of the Fort Peck Indian 
Reservation, Mont.; 

S. 2179. An act to extend for 3 years the 
special milk programs for the Armed Forces 
and veterans hospitals; and 

S.J. Res. 114. Joint resolution extending 
the duration of copyright protection in cer
tain cases. 

The message also announced that the 
House had passed the bill (S. 780) to 
amend the Clean Air Act to authorize 
planning grants to air pollution control 
agencies; expand research provisions re
lating to fuels and vehicles; provide for 
interstate air pollution control agencies 
or commissions; authorize the establish
ment of air quality standards, and for 
other purposes, with an amendment, in 
which it requested the concurrence of 
the Senate. 

The message further announced that 
the House had passed the joint resolution 
(S.J. Res. 33) to establish a National 
Commission on Product Safety, with 
amendments, in which it requested the 
concurrence of the Senate. 

The message also announced that the 
House had passed the following bills, in 
which it requested the concurrence of 
the Senate: 

H.R. 1341. An act to amen<1 section 701 of 
title 10, United States Code, to authorize 
additional accumulation of leaves in certain 
foreign areas; 

H.R. 2138. An act to amend section 319 of 
the Immigration and Nationality Act to per
mit naturalization for certain employees of 
U.S. nonprofit organizations engaged in dis
seminating information which significantly 
promotes U.S. interest, and for other pur
poses; 

H.R. 3639. An act to protect the public 
health by amending the Federal Food, Drug, 
and Cosmetic Act to consolidate certain pro
visions assuring the safety and effectiveness 
of new animal drugs, and for other purposes; 

H.R. 3982. An act to amend section 409 of 
title 37, United States Code, relating tO the 
transportation of house trailers and mobile 
dwellings of members of the uniformed 
services; 

H.R. 6692. An act declaring a portion of 
Bayou Lafourche, La., a nonnavigable water
way of the United States; 

H.R. 8547. An act to amend title 10, United 
States Code, to simplify laws relating to 
members of the Army, Navy, Air Force, and 
Marine Corps, and for other purposes; 

H.R. 12912. An act to give the consent of 
Congress to the State of Ohio to become a 
party to the agreement relating to bus taxa
tion proration and reciprocity as set forth in 
title II of the act of April 14, 1965 (79 Stat. 
60), and consented to by Congress in that 
act and in the acts of November l, 1966 (79 
Stat. 1157), and November 2, 1966 (80 Stat. 
1156); 

H.R. 13165. An act to extend the period 
during which Secret Service protection may 
be furnished to a widow and minor children 
of a former President; and 

H.R. 13669. An act to amend section 2734 
of title 10 of the United States Code to per
mit the use of omcers of any of the services 
on claims commissions, and for other pur
poses; to amend section 2734a of title 10 to 
authorize the use of Coast Guard appropria
tions for certain claims settlements arising 
out of Coast Guard activities; and to amend 
section 2736 of title 10 to authorize advance 
payments in cases covered by sections 2733 
and 2734 of title 10 and section 715 of title 
32 involving mmtary claims. 

HOUSE BILLS REFERRED 
The following bills were severally read 

twice by their titles and ref erred, as 
indicated: 

H.R. 1341. An act to amend section 701 of 
title 10, United States Code, to authorize 
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additional accumulation of leaves in certain 
foreign areas; 

H.R. 3982. An act to amend section 409 of 
title 37, United States Code, relating to the 
transportation of house trailers and mobile 
dwellings of members of the uniformed serv
ices; iS-nd 

H.R. 8547. An act to amend title 10, United 
States Code, to simplify laws relating to 
members of the Army, Navy, Air Force, and 
Marine Corps, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

H.R. 2138. An act to amend section 319 of 
the Immigration and Nationality Act to per
mit naturalization for certain employees of 
U.S. nonprofit organizations engaged in dis
seminating information which significantly 
promotes U.S. interest, and for other pur
poses; 

H.R. 12912. An act to give the consent of 
Congress to the State of Ohio to become 
a party to the agreement relating to bus 
taxation proration and reciprocity as set 
forth in title II of the act of April 14, 1965 
(79 Stat. 60), and consented to by Congress 
in that act and in the acts of November l, 
1965 (79 Stat. 1157), and November 2, 1966 
(80 Stat. 1156); and 

H.R. 13669. An act to amend section 2734 
of title 10 of the United States Code to per
mit the use of officers of any of the services 
on claims commissions, and for other pur
poses; to amend section 2734a of title 10 to 
authorize the use of Coast Guard appropria
tions for certain claims settlements arising 
out of Coast Guard activities; and to amend 
section 2736 of title 10 to authorize advance 
payments in cases covered by sections 2733 
and 2734 of title 10 and section 715 of title 
32 involving military claims; to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

H.R. 3639. An act to protect the public 
health by amending the Federal Food, Drug, 
and Cosmetic Act to consolidate certain pro
visions assuring the safety and effective
ness of new animal drugs, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Labor and Public 
Welfare. 

SECRETARY IGNATIUS ADDRESSES 
NAVY LEAGUE 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, last Fri
day, October 27, the Secretary of the 
Navy, the Honorable Paul R. Ignatius, 
addressed the Navy League in Chicago 
on the occasion of its annual Navy Day 
banquet-always a notable event in the 
city of Chicago and throughout Illinois. 

The Secretary's subject on that occa
sion was the use of nuclear power to 
propel our naval vessels, and he presented 
to his sizable audience one of the clear
est and most comprehensive descriptions 
of our preparations and our policies in 
this regard that 1t has ever been my 
pleasure to read. 

Because I believe this timely message 
from the Secretary of the Navy to be of 
great and continuing importance to our 
people, I ask unanimous consent that its 
full text be printed at this point in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the address 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
REMARKS BY HON. PAUL R. IGNATIUS, SECRE

TARY OF THE NAVY, AT THE NAVY LEAGUE 
NAVY DAY BANQUET, CHICAGO, ILL., Ocro
BER 27, 1967 
Ladies and gentlemen, I can think of no 

more appropriate place for the Secretary of 
the Navy to be on Navy Day. Chicago's people 
are hospitable to our personnel, and your 
industry and technology contribute to our 
effectiveness. Your city has always been 
known as a good Navy town. 

We are grateful for this, particularly at a 
time when Naval and Marine Corps per-

. sonnel are engaged in combat, as they are 
so courageously today in Vietnam. These fine 
men are demonstrating each day, by their 
valor and dedication, that the Naval Service 
is indeed the Mark of a Man. Your Navy Day 
theme was well chosen. 

Tonight I want to review with you a mat
ter or current and continuing importance 
to the Navy-the use of nuclear power to 
propel our ships. We look on Chicago as the 
place of birth of this greatest advance in 
naval technology of this century. 

Nuclear power was harnessed in Chicago 
on a cold, windy day in December 1942, when 
the first chain reaction was achieved on the 
University of Chicago campus. 

Enrico Fermi, the Italian scientist who 
guided the experiment proposed to Dr. 
Arthur H. Compton that the test should take 
place without delay in the now famous 
squash court under the west stands of the 
Stagg Athletic Field. 

Dr. Compton has written of the doubts 
that surrounded that event: " ... the experi
ment would be performed in the midst of a 
great city. We did not see how a true nuclear 
explosion, such as that of an atomic bomb, 
could possibly occur. [But] the outcome of 
the experiment might ... greatly affect the 
city." 

The experiment was a success and, for 
the .first time, the power of the atom was 
liberated and controlled. 

Even before the first test of a fission bomb 
in the iSummer of 11945, tar-sighted naval 
offi.cers had seen rthe possiblUties of using 
nuclear power for naval propulsion. 

Following a period of intensive debate 
within the Government, as is not unusual 
in the face of revolutionary change, the 
Atomic Energy Commission, in April 1948, 
authorized a Submarine Thermal Reactor 
project proposed by the Navy. The first re
search and conceptual design work on the 
reactor was done here in Chicago, at the 
Argonne National Laboratory. 

A naval officer from Chicago, Vice Admiral 
Hyman G. Rickover, has played the central 
role. He was the leading advocate of nuclear 
power for naval use and he has been in 
charge of the program responsible for the 
application of nuclear power to naval ships. 

We are still reaping the benefits of the 
foresight and energy of this great American. 
In a moment, I will describe the extent to 
which the U.S. Navy has made the transition 
to nuclear propulsion. That background is 
important because we face decisions that 
will determine the role of the nuclear
powered surface escort in the Navy. I refer 
to the application of nuclear power to ship 
types which are outgrowths of the World 
War II destroyer-the guided missile frigates 
and destroyers. It is this issue of nuclear 
power which I will address tonight. 

In January 1955, U.S.S. Nautilus, the first 
nuclear-powered submarine, put to sea. 
Other nuclear-powered attack submarines 
followed, and will total 68 when those au
thorized complete construction. The opera
tional accomplishments of these ships are 
well known to you: 

Voyages under the polar ice cap by 
Nautilus and Skate. 

Surfacing at the North Pole by Skate. 
Circumnavigation of the globe, while sub

merged, by Triton. 
Steaming on nuclear power for more than 

60,000 miles, without refueling, by Nau
tilus. 

It was these early phenomenal successes 
with submarines that led to the strategic 
concept of relatively invulnerable under
water platforms for ballistic missiles. 

Largely through the leadership of Vice 
Admiral William F. Raborn, Jr., the Navy 
and private industry joined the capabilities 
of nuclear-powered submarines to an under
water-launched ballistic missile system and 

produced our country's most nearly surviv
able deterrent system, commonly referred 
to as Polaris . 

In November 1960, the first Polaris sub
marine, U.S.S. George Washington, deployed 
on patrol. Today, only 7 years later all 41 of 
the authorized fleet ballistic missile sub
marines have entered the Fleet. 

At the same time, work on applying the ad
vantages of nuclear power to the surface 
Navy went ahead with the result that U.S.S. 
Enterprise, the largest attack aircraft carrier 
ever built, and the guided missile cruiser, 
U.S.S. Long Beach, were commissioned in 
1961. 

U.S.S. Bainbridge, a nuclear-powered 
guided missile frigate, was commissioned in 
1962, and her sister ship, U.S.S. Truxtun, 
joined the Fleet in June of this year. 

Enterprise, Long Beach, and Bainbridge 
have completed recent deployments to the 
Seventh Fleet in the Western Pacific. With 
these ships and Truxtun, the Navy is gaining 
operational experience with nuclear-powered 
surface ships. 

Enterprise and Long Beach have shown the 
ease with which nuclear-powered ships can 
steam at speeds of more than 30 knots for in
definite periods, permitting the prompt de
ployment of naval offensive power to any 
point of need. Last June, when it was pos
sible that naval forces would be required in 
the Red Sea, Enterprise and Long Beach, then 
in the South China Sea, could have been 
placed on station in the Suez Canal area 
within a period of about one week. Conven
tionally powered ships that were available, 
including supporting fleet oilers, would have 
taken almost twice that time. 

While in the Seventh Fleet, Long Beach 
was assigned to a task in support of air oper
ations against North Vietnam. This task re
quired Long Beach's maintaining an inde
pendent station in a relatively small area. 
Since Long Beach did not have to withdraw 
from station to refuel periodically, and since 
she could steam at higher speed than con
ventional ships while in transit to station, 
she was able to be on the line almost· a 
month longer than a conventional ship. 

Thus, from such experience, we are estab
lishing firm evidence of just some of the 
operational advantages that can be derived 
from nuclear-powered surface ships. 

Throughout the Seventh Fleet deployment 
of these nuclear-powered ships, their oper
ations were characterized by high reliability 
of the engineering plants and an instant 
readiness to move from one assignment to 
another without the time delay involved in 
dependence of fleet oilers. 

In the sustained type of operations being 
conducted in Southeast Asia, nuclear power 
minimizes the periods these ships are off sta
tion or in transit from one task assignment 
to another. In terms of utilization, experi
ence in that area shows that three nuclear 
ships can do what four conventionally 
powered ships do in a similar six to seventh 
month deployment. This factor is particularly 
significant in ex.tended combat situa.tions, 
like Vietnam, where rotation of ships on and 
off the line and from one task group to an
other is required to sustain the level of 
pressure desired. 

The future course of Navn.l nuclear
powered ship construction will be judged 
and decided against this background of 12 
years' experience. 

We have moved aggressively to develop a 
force of nuclear-powered attack submarines, 
ballistic missile submarines, and attack car
riers. Many of these ships are already at sea. 
Their operational experience, in diverse mis
sions, has been beyond anything we could 
have imagined 20 years ago. 

The Navy ls planning a construction pro
gram for nuclear-powered attack carriers in 
alternate years. Construction of U.S.S. Nimitz 
will commence soon and the Secretary of 
Defense has approved two additional nuclear-



31502 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - SENATE November 7, 1967 
powered carriers, programmed to start in 
fiscal year 1969 and 1971. 

The unresolved issue before the Navy is 
how many and what kind of nuclear-powered 
escort ships we should build, such as Long 
Beach, Bainbridge, and Truxtun, in order to 
escort and support our attack carriers, both 
nuclear and conventionally-powered, and to 
give added operational flexibility to all types 
of naval task forces. 

The question involves a complex analysis 
of whether the greater cost of nuclear
powered surface escort ships is offset by their 
greater effectiveness. The best course of ac
tion is less clear than nuclear power for 
submarines and attack carriers. Escort ships 
will have to perform multiple combat tasks, 
similar in scope to the missions assigned to 
the work-horse World War II destroyer with 
which many of you are familiar. 

Our present-day surface escort fieet--the 
destroyers, destroyer escorts, frigates and 
cruisers that give protection to our carrier 
task forces, underway replenishment groups, 
and amphibious task forces-contains many 
ships that were built in World War II. These 
are rapidly approaching the point where the 
combat capability they represent must be 
supplemented and improved by new ships. 

The Navy is embarked on an analysis to 
define the type and number of escorts re
quired in the future. We are looking at all 
the traditional destroyer tasks--

Detection and killing of submarines; 
Defense against aircraft and, in the mod

ern combat environment against missiles; 
Shore bombardment; and 
A capability for self-defense when operat

ing independently or at long distances from 
the task force which the escort is assigned 
to support. 

We will want whatever freedom from base 
or mobile logistical support that is attain
able, and some proportion of our escorts 
should be capable of steaming at high speeds 
with our large attack carriers in all sorts 
of sea conditions. 

The combat capabilities these ships will 
have are determined by the various kinds 
and levels of enemy threats we foresee in 
the 1970s. We must be ready to defeat 
forces available to the enemy in order to 
defend our own offensive naval task forces. 
Much technological progress is being made 
to design new sonars of high capabil1ty to 
detect submarines and advanced radars to 
permit early warning of hostile aircraft and 
missiles. Similar developmental efforts are 
leading to modern weapons and counter
measures of markedly increased capability 
to meet the anticipated threat on, under, 
and over the seas. 

It is not a simple matter, however, to 
relate the various enemy threats we must be 
capable of deterring, or defeating, in the 
1970s to a requirement for nuclear power 
in our escort ships. The operational ad
vantage it affords is clear, but other con
siderations influence the decision both for 
and against nuclear power. Accordingly, I 
would like to review with you some of the 
issues involved. 

There is no question that if the costs 
were the same, a nuclear ship would be 
superior to a conventionally-powered ship 
because of the advantages of being free 
from the requirement to refuel. However, 
the costs are not equal. A nuclear-powered 
escort ship costs about twice as much to 
build as a conventionally-powered ship. 

The initial costs are greater for a num
ber of reasons. However, initial investment 
is not a full indication of true cost. The 
costs of operating the ship over its service 
life must also be considered in order to 
determine its lifetime or true cost. 

For example, though the power plant of 
the nuclear ship costs more in the begin
ning, it operates without refueling for a 
period of years. A conventionally-powered 
ship requires large amounts of fuel oil every 

few days under normal operating conditions. 
The cost of the millions of gallons of fuel 
oil used by the conventionally-powered ship 
over a period of years would be included 
in its lifetime cost, but not in its initial 
cost. The cost of supplying this fuel also 
must be charged to the operating cost of 
the conventionally-powered ship. In the same 
vein, the cost of replacement of reactor cores 
must be charged to the operating costs of 
nuclear-powered ships. 

These and other calculations indicate that 
the lifetime cost ratio of nuclear and con
ventionally-powered ships is not approx
imately two-to-one, as in the case of in
vestment cost, but more like 1.5-to-one. 

Thus, even taking account of all the rel
evant lifetime costs, the nuclear ship costs 
more. We must, therefore, be selective in 
determining the proper mix between nuclear 
and non-nuclear powered ships for our new 
construction and modernization programs. 

With amphibious and logistic forces, for 
example, the advantages of the nuclear
prope'lled escort aire not particularly great, 
because of the slower speed and limited en
durance of the other ships involved. 

On the other hand, nuclear-propelled es
corts would be most useful when accom
panying our high-speed carriers and when 
the escorts are on independent missions that 
require endurance and flexible response not 
limited by the necessity to refuel. 

I referred earlier to the analytical studies 
we are conducting to gain insights on these 
complex matters. These studies include stra
tegic and tactical war scenarios that permit 
many variations in the interaction between 
friendly and enemy forces. 

Let me illustrate what I mean. We have 
looked in detail at combat situations which 
could be encountered both in the Western 
Pacific and North Atlantic. In each of these 
areas, our own capabilities and those of an 
enemy vary in response to proximity of 
bases, logistical requirements, local forces, 
the mobility of main forces, and a host of 
other factors that are not fixed. By exhaus
tive examination of combinations of these 
factors, it is possible to see more clearly the 
escort force level and capabilities that the 
Navy should have in the 1970s for a proper 
balance between offensive and defensive 
capabilities. 

First, it becomes clear that we need more 
destroyers to deal with an enemy submarine 
threat than to deal with the air threat, be
cause submarines are harder to detect and 
destroy than aircraft. This confirms the es
sential wisdom of the present configuration 
of our destroyer force. 

All our ships are equipped to deal with the 
submarine threat but only some are also 
equipped to deal with the complete spec
trum of the air threat. 

Second, our studies show that, in the event 
of a war involving our naval task forces and 
enemy submarines, aircraft and missiles, we 
would need so many destroyers for such di
verse tasks that it would not be economical 
to have all of them nuclear powered. 

Third, the analyses show that there is a 
strong case to be '."ll.ade for having some con
ventionally-propelled destroyers exclusively 
equipped to sink submarines and additional 
conventionally-propelled destroyers equipped 
to counter aircraft, missiles, and submarines, 
and to provide gunfire support. 

The studies, therefore, make it clear that 
the combination of these two categories of 
conventionally-powered destroyers can escort 
most efficiently all of our naval forces and 
convoys except our fast carriers. 

There are, however, substantial advantages 
in having nuclear power in ships which must 
escort nuclear powered carriers. 

If the escorts must refuel or replenish 
more frequently than the nuclear-powered 
carriers they escort, then the operational ad
vantage of these carriers is diminished. The 
entire task force can take fuller advantage 

of these benefits if the 'escorts are nuclear 
powered. 

At the same time, the endurance of nu
clear-powered escorts also provides a flexi
bility for stationing and for independent 
tasks when in company with conventionaZly
powered carriers. 

While all the benefits of nuclear propul
sion for surface ships are not easily quanti
fiable in the context of studies, they are 
readily apparent to tactical commanders. 

First, there is the increased tactical fiexi
bili ty made possible by unlimited endurance 
at high speed. We can deploy a nuclear
powered ship from the West Coast to the 
South China Sea in nine days while a normal 
transit for conventionally powered ships is 
close to 15 days. 

Second, nuclear power makes possible 
longer, round-about routes to avoid storms. 

Third, in wartime, high-speed endurance 
would enhance the ability of carrier task 
forces to attack enemy shores along a greater 
perimeter of coastline. It would also enhance 
their ability to evade and outrun submarine 
attack. 

Fourth, they could make high-speed tran
sits for the aviation fuel and ammunition 
needed to continue in action, if this were 
necessary. They could postpone such re
plenishment if the dangers of carrying it out 
at a given moment were very high. They 
would not be concerned with a loss of fuel 
oil facilities or with the problems of a re
fueling rendezvous en route to destination. 

These factors, and others like them, are 
important to the tactical commander, but 
difficult to quantify in economic terms. We 
believe they are of sufficient weight, how
ever, to offset the increased costs of nuclear 
power and to Justify a force of both nuclear 
and conventionally powered escorts. 

Apart from cost, there are other factors 
that tend to limit the number of nuclear 
ships the Navy can usefully employ. One 
such factor is personnel. The rate at which 
the Navy would be able to train officers and 
men to operate and maintain a substantial 
increase in nuclear power plants would be 
limited, in view of the length and depth of 
the training involved. Moreover, retention in 
the Navy of such highly skilled technicians 
will always be a continuing problem. We 
have already cut into the available cadre of 
highly technical personnel in manning the 
114 nuclear submarines and ships now in the 
Fleet or authorized. To the extent this is 
done, the calibre and skill of men left to 
man non-nuclear ships becomes progres
s! V·ely lower. 

A second limitation is the industrial base 
for making nuclear propulsion equipment. 
While this base has expanded as a result of 
the naval reactors program, much of it is 
currently committed to commercial and 
industrial power programs and thus not 
readily available for meeting Navy needs. 
Although the industrial base can and un
doubtedly will be expanded, it will take time 
and could add to the current costs for nu
clear-powered ships. 

We in the Navy have made a detailed re
view of these complex considerations, keep
ing in perspective the anticipated threat to 
our forces in the 1970s. The calculations on 
force requirements should leave no room for 
unnecessary risk. If we are to deter aggres
sion, the forces we develop must be capable 
of defeating that aggression should it never
theless occur. 

But we should bear in mind that the Navy 
offers the decision-maker a unique choice of 
options to control and limit conventional 
warfare once initiated. If we are to preserve 
this flexibility and advantage of sea power, 
we must maintain our ab11ity to defend our 
offensive striking forces against a variety of 
threats. It is through a strong defense that 
the options to commit various levels of naval 
offensive power are preserved. 

If the United States were challenged at 
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sea, it might be in our interest to confine 
conflict to the areas of the sea. But to do so, 
we would require a :flexible and effective de
fense against enemy forces that operated 
from safe bases. Obviously, there would be 
an equal premium on offensive task forces 
of our own that could engage and defeat 
the enemy at sea, but these task forces must 
be defended until victory is won. 

The same sort of balance between the 
offense and the defensive forces that give 
our task forces freedom of operation applies 
to options available to the decision-maker to 
counter a limited war initiated by an aggres
sor on land. 

In judging these many factors, the Navy 
believes it should go forward with a long
range program to construct both nuclear
powered and conventionally-powered es
corts. 

It is clear that all escort ships should not 
be nuclear powered because their additional 
costs are not offset by operational advantages 
in some of the missions to be performed. 
It is equally clear to the Navy, however, that 
some of its escort ships should be nuclear
powered. 

The Navy will propose to the Secretary of 
Defense, within the next few weeks, a con
struction program for :fleet escorts that will 
include both nuclear and conventionally 
powered ships. This program looks to an 
expansion of the numbers of our nuclear 
powered ships over the next five years. With 
the construction of these ships, and the 
construction of additional conventionally
powered escorts, the surface escort forces 
will be modernized to meet the anticipated 
threat of the 1970s. 

The pay-off in a Navy properly balanced 
with nuclear power is high. All of the tra
ditional characteristics of naval power are 
enhanced. An offensive striking force may 
be placed quickly anywhere in the world 
where the oceans and seas allow. The naval 
options available to the nation in time of 
crisis w111 be more responsive to demand 
than ever before. And, as I have suggested, 
these options include deployment to the area 
of threat without commitment until the 
political decision is made. 

I appreciate this opportunity to review 
with you a matter of great importance to the 
Navy. The officers and men of the Navy ap
preciate the support they have always re
ceived from Chicago and the Middle West, 
and in their behalf I express thanks to all 
of you. 

CALENDAR 
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. President, 

it is my understanding that two bills are 
on the calendar to which no objection 
is anticipated, and I ask unanimous con
sent that the Senate proceed to the con
sideration of Calendar No. 697 and Cal
endar No. 711. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. TAL
MADGE in the chair). Without objection, 
it is so ordered. 

AUTHORITY OF NATIONAL BANKS 
TO UNDERWRITE AND DEAL IN 
SECURITIES ISSUED BY STATE 
AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS 
The Senate proceeded to consider the 

bill <S. 1306) to assist cities and States 
by amending section 5136 of the Revised 
Statutes, as amended, with respect to the 
authority of national banks to under
write and deal in securities issued by 
State and local governments, and for 
other purposes. 

Mr. DffiKSEN. Mr. President, in view 
of the fact that members of the Com-

mittee on Banking and Currency are not 
in the Chamber, and the fact, also, that 
there has been some controversy about 
this bill, I respectfully suggest that it go 
over until we have had an opportunity 
to confer with our members of the 
committee. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Then, I will 
withdraw the request for the considera
tion of Calendar No. 697. It is my under
standing that it has been agreed to and 
that there is no objection to it. 

MEDICAL PAYMENTS OF TEMPO
RARY AND SEASONAL EMPLOYEES 
LOCATED IN ISOLATED AREAS 
The bill <S. 448) to authorize the Sec-

retary of the Interior to use appropriated 
funds for the paymelllt of medical care 
of temporary and seasonal employees and 
employees located in isolated areas who 
become disabled because of injury or ill
ness not attribute.ble to official work, and 
for other purposes was considered, or
dered to be engrossed for. a third read
ing, read the third time, and passed, as 
follows: 

s. 448 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House 

of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That the 
Secretary of the Interior is hereby author
ized to provide from any funds available for 
the work being performed, emergency medi
cal attention for employees of the Depart
ment of the Interior located in isolated areas 
who become disabled because of illness or 
injury not attributable to official work, in
cluding the moving of such employees to 
hospitals or other places where medical as
sistance is available, and in case of death 
to remove the bodies of deceased employees 
to the nearest place where they can be 
prepared for shipment or for burial. When 
a transient without permanent residence, or 
any other person while away from his place 
of residence, is employed on a temporary or 
seasonal basis by the Department of the In
terior and while so employed becomes dis
abled because of injury or mness not at
tributable to official work, he may be pro
vided hospitalization and other necessary 
medical care, subsistence, and lodging for 
a period of not to exceed fifteen days dur
ing such disability, the cost thereof to be 
payable from any funds available for the 
work for which such person is employed. 

SEC. 2. Appropriations of the Department 
of the Interior available for the work being 
performed may be ut111zed for payment to 
temporary or seasonal employees for loss of 
time due to injury in official work at rates 
not in excess of those provided by the Fed
eral Employees' Compensation Act, as 
amended (5 U.S.C. 751), when the injured 
person is in need of immediate :financial as
sistance to avoid hardship: Provided, That 
such payment shall not be made for a pe
riod in excess of fifteen days and the Secre
tary of Labor shall be notified promptly of 
the amount so paid, which amount shall be 
deducted from the amount, · if any, other
wise payable from the Employees' Compen
sation Fund to the employee on account of 
the injury. When any person assisting in the 
suppression of range, forest, and tundra fires 
or in other emergency work under the di
rection of the Department of the Interior 
without compensation from the United 
States, pursuant to the terms of a contract, 
agreement, or permit, is injured in such 
work, the Department may furnish hospitali
zation and other medical care, subsistence, 
and lodging for a period of not to exceed fif
teen days during such disability, the cost 
thereof to be payable from the appropria~ 

tions applicable to the work out of which 
the injury occurred, except that this pro
viso shall not apply when such person is 
within the purview of a State or other com
pensation Act: Provided further, That de
termination by the Department of the In
terior that payment is allowable under this 
section shall be final as to payments made 
hereunder, but such determination or pay
ments with respect to employees shall not 
prevent the Secretary of Labor from deny
ing further payments should he determine 
that compensation is not properly allow
able under the provisions of the Employees' 
Compensation Act. 

SEc. 3. No payment shall be made pursuant 
to this Act for any hospitalization or medi
cal services for injury or illness not attribu
table to official work on behalf of a sick or 
injured person who is covered by an en
rollment or who is not excluded from enroll
ment by virtue of his current employment 
in a plan under the Federal Employees' 
Health Benefits Act of 1959, as amended (5 
u.s.c. 3001). 

SEC. 4. This Act shall not apply to em
ployees of the Federal or territorial govern
ments in Guam, the Virgin Islands, Amer
ican Samoa, or the Trust Territory of the 
Pacific Islands while serving in any such 
area. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent to have printed 
in the RECORD an excerpt from the report 
(No. 728), explaining the purposes of the 
bill. 

There being no objection, the excerpt 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

PURPOSE OF THE BILL 

S. 448 would authorize the Secretary of the 
Interior to pay, on a limited emergency basis, 
the costs of medical care for certain tempo
rary employees of the Department in isolated 
areas. The illnesses and injuries covered are 
those arising from causes not directly attrib
utable to the work of the employee. 

The terms of the bill specifically provide 
that the care for which payment is made 
must be of an emergency nature and then is 
limited to not more than 15 days. In the 
case of the death of such an employee from 
nonofficial work causes, the Secretary is au
thorized to remove the body to the nearest 
place where it can be prepared for shipment 
or burial. 

Thus, S. 448 would give seasonal or tem
porary employees of the Department of the 
Interior the same protection and help as 
that available for like employees of the De
partment of Agriculture under the act of 
March 3, 1925 (found in 16 u.s.c. 557 and 
580j). 

The bill would not authorize the construc
tion of medical facillties nor the employ
ment, on a salaried basis, of medical or tech
nical personnel. 

NEED FOR LEGISLATION 

As pointed out in the favorable report of 
the Department of the Interior on s. 448, the 
text of which is set forth in full below, as 
does the Forest Service, the Bureau of Land 
Management and other bureaus of the In
terior Department annually employ tran
sients and other temporary personnel for fire 
suppression activities and other emergency 
programs. Such employees include trained, 
organized Indian, Spanish-American, or Es .. 
kimo crews from the Southwest, Montana. 
and Alaska. In the course of their employ
ment, these crews are transported many miles 
from their place of residence, very often for 
prolonged periods. During such periods of ab
sence from their homes, these employees 
sometimes contract colds, :flu, or other 111-
nesses requiring medical attention which are 
not directly attributable to the performance 
of their official duties. 
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At present, the Department has no author
ity to pay to have a sick or injured employee 
who is located in an isolated area removed 
to a hospital when the sickness or injury 
occurs outside the direct scope of his employ
ment. Similarly, the Department presently 
has no authority to bring medical help to 
such an employee. 

Under existing. law, medical care not cov
ered by Bureau of Employees Compensation 
regulations and not provided by the Public 
Health Service has to be paid for by the em
ployee, unless the employing agency has au
thority to meet the obligation. In most cases, 
transient personnel are unable to pay their 
own medical expenses. While local physicians 
have been very cooperative in providing 
emergency medical attention to transient 
employees when required, the committee be
lieves that the moral obligation to provide 
for the welfare of these employees rests with 
the employing agency. As stated, the Forest 
Service is authorized to meet this moral 
obligation. 

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS 

While reporting favorably S. 448, the com
mittee is aware that very little knowledge is 
available as to the extent and cost of the 
care authorized. Therefore, the committee 
requests that the Secretary of the Interior 
make a report to it at the conclusion of the 
first fiscal year during which expenditures 
authorized by the bill are made. 

With that provision, the committee unani
mously recommends favorable action on 
S.448. 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. President, 

I move that the Senate go into executive 
session to consider nominations on the 
Executive Calendar. 

The motion was agreed to, and the 
Senate proceeded to consider executive 
business. 

U.S. TARIFF COMMISSION 
The assistant legislative clerk read the 

nomination of Stanley D. Metzger, of the 
District of Columbia, to be a member of 
the U.S. Tariff Commission. 

Mr. METCALF. Mr. President, I will 
not vote against this nomination, but I 
desire to make some comments about the 
nominee. 

I have never met Mr. Metzger, except 
during the hearings before the Commit
tee on Finance, when he testified. How
ever, during the course of the hearings, 
the Senator from Indiana interrogated 
Mr. Metzger, and the latter was far from 
frank and forthright with the commit
tee. 

I ask unanimous consent that the bio
graphical sketch that Mr. Metzger filed 
with the committee be printed at this 
point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bio
graphical sketch was ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

STANLEY D. METZGER-BIOGRAPHICAL DATA 

Mr. Metzger, 51, was born July 10, 1916, in 
New York City and received his bachelor's 
degree from Cornell University in 1936. Fol
lowing receipt of the LL.B. degree from the 
Cornell Law School in 1938, he booame an 
attorney with the New York State Labor Re
lations Board, and t hen in 1939 an attorney 
with the National Labor Relations Board. 
From 1942 to 1943, he served with the U.S. 
Army Air Force. 

He then became Associate Dirootor of Field 
Operations for the President's Committee on 

Fair Employment Practices. In 1946, Mr. 
Metzger joined the Department of State 
as an attorney, becoming Deputy Assistant 
Legal Adviser for Economic Affairs in 1950, 
and Assistant Legal Adviser for Economic 
Affairs in 1952. He served with the Depart
ment of State in the latter capacity until 
1960, when he joined the law faculty at 
Georgetown University, where he had pre
viously served as an Adjunct Professor since 
1955. 

Since joining the law faculty at George
town, Mr. Metzger has served the government 
in various capacities. From 1961 to 1963, he 
was a consultant to the International Air 
Transport Study Group as well as Staff Di
rector of the Claims Committee of the Ad
ministrative Conference of the United States. 
He was a consultant to the White House and 
State Department on the Trade Expansion 
Act of 1962. He served as an arbitrator for the 
United States on the Panel of Arbitrators of 
the International Civil Aviation Organiza
tion, and in 1965 he served as a consultant 
to the State Department, U.S. Maritime Com
mission and the Organization for Economic 
Cooperation and Development. 

Mr. Metzger is a member of the Board of 
Editors of the American Journal of Interna
tional Law, and of the Executive Council of 
the American Society of International Law. 
He has also served as the American Editor 
of the Journal of World Trade Law published 
in the United Kingdom, and has authored 
such books as International Law, Trade and 
Finance, Trade Agreements and the Kennedy 
Round and Documents and Readings in the 
Law of International Trade. 

Mr. Metzger is a member of the Bar of 
New York State and of the Bar of the Su
preme Court of the United States. 

Mr. Metzger resides with his wife at 333.8 
Volta Place, NW., Washington, D.C. 

Mr. METCALF. The biographical 
sketch indicates that Mr. Metzger has 
had considerable experience in interna
tional law. He said that he is a member 
of the board of editors of the American 
Journal of International Law, and of 
the executive council of the American 
Society of International Law; that he 
has authored such books as "Interna
tional Law, Trade, and Finance, Trade 
Agreements," and the "Kennedy Round, 
and Documents" and "Readings in The 
Law of International Trade." 

He failed to comment that he had also 
served as counsel, adviser, and consul
tant for an important Senator. He failed 
to indicate, in that rather brief resume 
of his experience, some of the other ac
tivities in which he had participated. 
Many of them would have been of con
cern to members of the Committee on 
Finance, and to me as a westerner who 
is worried about beef imports, and con
cerned about such things as tariff policy. 

He was less than frank and forthright 
in some of his statements to the Senator 
from Indiana [Mr. HARTKE]. For in
stance, he was asked about a speech he 
had made to the Federal Bar Associa
tion. He was reminded of some of the 
things he had said in that speech. He 
said he had not read the bill about which 
he was talking, he did not know about 
the subject matter; all he knew about. 
it was a hearsay statement of some man, 
by the name of William Kelly, whom he 
had met in the course of negotiations 
in Geneva. 

He did not identify any of the other 
persons with whom he had talked. On 
the basis of that hearsay statement about 
a bill about which he knew nothing, he 

made a speech; and yet when we asked 
him about whether or not he would be 
permitted to teach if he were confirmed 
as a member of the Commission he was 
able to cite us page, paragraph, comma, 
and footnote about an attorney general's 
opinion as to whether or not a person 
who served on the Tariff Commission 
could continue teaching without com
pensation. 

Mr. President, I suggest he should be 
better prepared in some of the opinions 
he hands down as a member of the Tariff 
Commission than he was when he made 
the speech before the Federal Bar As
sociation, and that he should be as well 
prepared as he was on his personal busi
ness of teaching when he is a member of 
the Commission. 

Another thing in which he failed to be 
frank and forthright was the matter of 
the authorship of books. He said he is the 
author of various books but if he is a 
teacher and is permitted to continue to 
teach at the university this two-volume 
set which I hold in my hand, "The Law 
of International Trade," will be the text
book .for that course. I am informed that 
"The Law of International Trade" in two 
volumes costs about $30 a set, and he 
would have the ordinary author's com
mission as well as having the book as 
a text for an admitted authority in the 
field. 

He failed to tell us that he was the 
author and that anyone who even took 
the first semester of the course on in
ternational trade, which has as its text 
volume 1 of the set, has to buy the whole 
set so that he can have that volume for 
the course. 

Mr. President, Mr. Metzger is appar
ently a very able and very brilliant 
scholar, a man who has devoted his life 
to international trade. He came before 
the committee and failed to tell us that 
he served previously before a House com
mittee, worked with a House committee 
on trade, and had had, he said, personal 
relations with the chairman of the com
mittee with whom he could not agree 
and so he left; he failed to tell us about 
his experience; he failed to tell us about 
the fact that as a result of his teaching 
he was going to be permitted to sell a $30 
set of textbooks; he failed to tell us about 
some of his background; and he sug
gested that maybe he would follow the 
law-perhaps he would-as laid down by 
the Congress. 

Mr. President, I hope this man is con
firmed, and I shall not object to his con
firmation. As I have said, he is a brilliant, 
able, and distinguished scholar in inter
national trade. However, I hope when he 
writes his decisions, conducts his hear
ings, and participates in the activities of 
the Tariff Commission, for which he is 
going to be confirmed, that he will be as 
concerned about the welfare of the 
United States as he is about his own wel
fare, and that he will abandon the un
concern he demonstrated in his speech 
before the Federal Bar Association. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. President, 
Mr. Metzger testified before the commit
tee and he was interrogated in great 
depth, particularly by the Senator from 
Indiana [Mr. HARTKE]. There was one 
unresolved question before the commit-
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tee. Mr. Metzger is, as the Senator from 
Montana pointed out, an authority on in
ternational trade, and he is a professor 
in thait subject, teaching, I believe, at 
Georgetown University :in Washington, 
D.C. 

The problem of conflict of interest was 
raised about the subject. Mr. Metzger in
dicated he would like to teach foreign 
trade here in Washington, D.C., without 
compensation and that if the committee 
felt that there was a confiict problem in
volved, that he would be willing to de
cline to teach at the university, leaving 
it entirely a matter for the committee to 
decide as to whether he should do so. 

In view of the fact that the professor 
would not be paid for his services any
way, my guess is that he probably would 
be willing to contribute to Government 
or education any profit he would make on 
the expensive two-volume publication, in 
the event he taught the course. 

<At this point, Mr. SPONG assumed the 
chair.) 

Mr. METCALF. Mr. President, will the 
Sena tor yield? 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I yield. 
Mr. METCALF. I think that since he 

is willing to teach without pay he would 
waive whatever he might make on the 
sale of his books to his students at Ameri
can University. 

I hope he would also be willing to waive 
the profit not only on the sale to his stu
dents a.it Georgetown University, but also 
the profit he would get from the sale to 
students in other schools because of the 
added prestige he receives .as a member 
of the Tariff Commission. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. It never oc
curred to this Senator to go into it. I 
regret to confess my ignorance in the 
matter. I was not familiar with the fact 
that the man had written a book. It 
would appear that the greatest impedi
ment to ,a man being confirmed is that 
he wrote a book, anyone who has written 
a book as voluminous as the Senator 
from Montana has shown us undoubtedly 
stated a lot of things in the book with 
which we might take issue. 

So far as expressions of opinion in the 
text are concerned, the author should 
make clear that he would lean over back
ward to take the other side of the argu
ment in the event he takes a position at 
some time on matters coming before the 
Commission, and Mr. Metzger indicated 
that he would do that. 

I suggest he is well acquainted with 
the law, he knows the law, and he is 
cap.able of doing a fine job in this capac
ity. I entertain high hopes that he will 
do as he indicated before the committee 
he would do. He would undertake to 
carry out the will of Congress, well rec
ognizing that the laws we pass here in 
regard to trade prevail over any execu
tive agreements, such as the executive 
announcement that insofar ,as the ex
ecutive is concerned, this Nation will 
pursue the provisions of the General 
Agreement on Tariffs and Trade even 
though it has never been ratified by Con
gress. If Congress acts and in some re
spects finds itself in conflict with some
thing that might be in that document, 
it is clear under the law, and Mr. Metz
ger has so stated, that the act of Con-

gress prevails and not some executive 
agreement. 

Thus, I would very much hope that 
this matter would be pursued because if 
there are going to be some important 
decisions to be made in the trade area in 
the months and years immediately 
ahead, .and if Mr. Metzger has the quali
fications to become a great chairman of 
the Tariff Commission, in the event he 
applies his talents in the direction which 
I think we should hopefully assume that 
he will, then I believe he would be emi
nently qualified for the position. 

If some problem should arise that some 
Senators might doubt the propriety of 
his teaching a course in law while he is 
a member of the Tariff Commission, and 
he would direct his views on that matter 
to the committee, we in the committee 
would be happy to consider them and ad
vise whether in our judgment Mr. Metz
ger should or should not teach law on 
a nonpaid basis while hfi is a member of 
the Tariff Commission. 

Mr. METC.AL.E1. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Louisiana yield? 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I yield. 
Mr. METCALF. I certainly did not 

criticize this very able and distinguished 
man for writing a book. 

I think that his book-and I only 
glanced through it, having had only a 
little time to go through the voluminous 
two volumes-expresses some of the tariff 
and protectionist ideas which are en
tirely foreign to my concept; but I am 
convinced that this man who will be con
firmed, and I shall vote for his confirma
tion, will, with a little admonition, spend 
as much time writing cases for the Tariff 
Commision as he has justifying his right 
to teach. 

The point I want to make, and I bring 
this up as a special example, because it 
comes up time and again, that nominees 
who appear before committees for con
firmation are sometimes less than forth
right, are not outspoken concerning all 
of their activities. 

Mr. Metzger, I am told, was advised 
by the State Department to conceal his 
activities with the House committee, that 
he should fail to put into his biographical 
resume the fact that he authored a text
book which is somewhat more than a 
book which is merely in general circula
tion. Probably he is not at fault. I agree 
that he is a brilliant, able, and distin
guished scholar. I am not going to vote 
against his confirmation. I am going to 
point out to the chairman of the Com
mittee on Finance, and our acting major
ity leader today, that I did not know Mr. 
Metzger until we had the hearings and 
he was less than frank; largely, I think, 
as a result of those who guided him down 
at the State Department. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion is, Will the Senate advise and con
sent to the nomination of Stanley D. 
Metzger, of the District of Columbia, to 
be a member of the U.S. Tariff Commis
sion for the term expiring June 16, 1973? 

The nomination was confirmed. 

POSTMASTERS 
The assistant legislative clerk pro

ceeded to read sundry nominations of 
postmasters. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that these 
nominations be considered en bloc. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, the nominations will be 
considered en bloc; and, without objec
tion, they are confirmed. 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
The assistant legislative clerk pro

ceeded to read sundry nominations in 
the Department of State. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the 
nominations be considered en bloc. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, the nominations will be 
considered en bloc; and, without objec
tion, they are confirmed. 

NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS 
BOARD 

The assistant legislative clerk read the 
nomination of John Harold Fanning, of 
Rhode Island, to be a member of the 
National Labor Relations Board for the 
term of 5 years expiring December 16 
1972. ' 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I should like 
to recommend to the Senate that the 
nomination before it of John Harold 
Fanning, of Rhode Island, to be a mem
ber of the National Labor Relations 
Board for the term of 5 years, expiring 
December 16, 1972, be confirmed. I speak 
on this matter as both a member of the 
Labor and Public Welfare Committee and 
as one who as a Senator from Rhode Is
land, has personal knowledge of John 
Fanning. 

For the past 25 years John Fanning 
has been a Federal employee who has 
served with integrity in various capac
ities. Fifteen of those years he distin
guished himself as a career employee, 
and for the last 10 years, he has been 
a Presidential appointment, serving un
der three Presidents. John Fanning is 
the senior member of the National Labor 
Relations Board, and he has not only 
participated in more Board decisions 
than any other past or present member; 
but also he is the first Board member to 
be appointed to successive terms by Pres
idents of different political parties. 

I could go on and on in relating to you 
the many reasons why John Fanning 
should be reappointed to this most im
portant position; but I think that his 
record speaks for itself, and beyond his 
record, I know John Fanning well and 
I can assure you that he will continue to 
do his best in serving his country if he 
is confirmed by this body. 

Mr. President, I urge the nomination 
of John Fanning to be confirmed by the 
Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the nomination is confirmed. 

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 
The assistant legislative clerk pro

ceeded to read sundry nominations in 
the Department of Justice. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that the nomi
nations be considered en bloc. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the nominations will be con
sidered en bloc; and, without objection, 
they are confirmed. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that the Presi
dent be immediately notified of the con
firmation of these nominations. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

LEGISLATIVE SESSION 
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. President, 

I ask unanimous consent that the Sen
ate resume the consideration of legisla
tive business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
obJection, it is so ordered. 

AUTHORITY OF NATIONAL BANKS 
TO UNDERWRITE AND DEAL IN 
SECURITIBS ISSUED BY STATE 
AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS 
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. President, 

we have been able to contact the Sen
ators who are interested in this matter, 
and I now ask unanimous consent that 
the Senate proceed to the consideration 
of Calendar No. 697, S. 1306. 

The PRE.SIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be stated by title. 

The AssISTANT LEGISATIVE CLERK. s. 
1306 to assist cities and States by 
ame~ding section 5136 of the Revised 
Statutes, as amended, with respect to the 
authority of national banks to under
write and deal in securities issued by 
State and local governments, and for 
other purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration 
of the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill, which had 
been reported from the Committee on 
Banking and Currency, with amend
ments, on page 2, line 19, after the word 
"underwriting,", strike out "and"; in 
line 24, after the word "dealer,", insert 
"and (5) the purchase, during the un
derwriting period, of any such obliga
tions by an association for its own in
vestment account, from such associa
tion's own account acting as underwriter, 
dealer, or trader, or from any entity af
filiated with such association within the 
meaning of subsection (b) 0) of section 
2 of the Banking Act of 1933, as amended 
(12 U.S.C. 221a(b) (1)), shall not be per
mitted: Provided, That this restriction 
shall not apply to any purchases by an 
association for its investment account or 
accounts of any such obligations (A) it 
alone has underwritten or CB) directly 
from the underwriting syndicate or mem
ber thereof in which it is a participant, 
or to associations not in the underwrit
ing syndicate,", and on page 3, line 23, 
insert a new section, as follows: 

SEC. 2. The Secretary of the Treasury shall 
submit an annual report to the Congress 
showing the extent to which the business of 
underwriting and dealing in State and local 
obligations is being carried on by commercial 
banks as compared with other banking in
stitutions with a view to determining the 
effect of the amendment made by the first 
section of this Act on the institutional dis
tribution of such business. As used herein, 

the term "State and local obligations" means 
obligations issued or guaranteed by or on 
behalf of a State, political subdivision of a 
State, or an ag~ncy of a State or political 
subdivision thereof. 

So as to make the bill read: 
s. 1306 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 
Representatives of the United States of Amer
ica in Congress assembled, That paragraph 
Seventh of section 5136 of the Revised Stat
utes of the United States, as amended (12 
U.S.C. 24), is hereby amended by adding the 
following new sentences at the end of such 
paragraph: "The limitations and restrictions 
contained in this paragraph as to dealing in 
and underwriting investment securities shall 
not apply to all other obligations issued or 
guaranteed by or on behalf of a State or any 
political subdivision thereof or agency of a 
State or any political subdivision thereof (ex
cept special assessment obligations and in
dustrial development obligations) which 
are at the time eligible for purchase by a 
national bank for its own account, except 
that (1) no association shall hold such obli
gations of any one obligor or maker (other 
than general obligations of a State or politi
cal subdivision thereof) as a result of under
writing, dealing, or purchasing for its own 
account (and for this purpose obligations as 
to which it is under commitment shall be 
deemed to be held by it) in a total amount 
exceeding at any one time 10 per cen tum of 
its capital stock actually paid in and unim
paired and 10 per centum of its unimpaired 
surplus fund, (2) and purchase of such obli
gations by a national bank as fiduciary from 
such bank as an underwriter or dealer shall 
not be permitted unless lawfully directed by 
court order, (3) no association may purchase 
such obligations as fiduciary from a member 
of a syndicate in which such association is 
participating until the syndicate has closed 
as to underwriting, ( 4) any sales of such obli
gations by an association to any of its de
positors or borrowers or to any correspondent 
bank (whether for such bank's own account 
or as trustee) must be accompanied by a dis
closure in writing to the purchaser that the 
association is selling as an underwriter or 
dealer, and ( 5) the purchase, during the un
derwriting period, of any such obligations by 
an association for its own investment ac
count, from such association's own account 
acting as underwriter, dealer, or trader, or 
from any entity affiliated with such associa
tion within the meaning of subsection (b) 
( 1) of section 2 of the Banking Act of 1933, 
as amended (12 U.S.C. 221a(b) (1)), shall not 
be permitted: Provided, That this restriction 
shall not apply to any purchases by an as
sociation for its investment account or ac
counts of any such obligations (A) it alone 
has underwritten or (B) directly from the 
underwriting syndicate or member thereof 
in which it is a participant, or to associa
tions not in the underwriting syndicate. For 
purposes of this paragraph the term 'indus
trial development obligation' shall mean an 
obligation, not secured by the full faith and 
credit of the issuer, payable solely from the 
rentals received by the issuer from the letting 
of property to private manufacturers for the 
principal purpose of manufacturing articles 
for sale if such obligations have been issued 
to finance the acquisition, construction, 
equipment, or other development of such 
property and such property is held or to be 
held by the issuer for the principal purpose 
of such letting and not as part of or inci
dental to another project of the issuer." 

SEC. 2. The Secretary of the Treasury shall 
submit an annual report to the Congress 
showing the extent to which the business of 
underwriting and dealing in State and local 
obligations is being carried on by commercial 
banks as compared with other banking in
stitutions with a view to determining the 

effect of the amendment made by the first 
section of this Act on the institutional dis
tribution of such business. As used herein, 
the term "State and local obligations" means 
obligations issued or guaranteed by or on 
behalf of a State, political subdivision of a 
State, or an agency of a State or political 
subdivision thereof. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, the 
Committee on Banking and Currency has 
reported favorably to the Senate S. 1306, 
a bill to permit national banks and State 
member banks to underwrite and deal in 
State and local revenue bonds. At the 
present time, commercial banks and in
vestment ·bankers are permitted to un
derwrite and sell general obligation 
bonds, that is, those bonds which are 
backed by the full faith and credit of the 
State or local government. However, 
under present law, only investment 
bankers are permitted to deal and un
derwrite revenue bonds. These are bonds 
which are amortized through specific 
user charges such as toll highways, water 
and sewer systems, or other such f acili
ties. 

Although the bill would permit banks 
to underwrite revenue bonds, this au
thority would not be extended to in
dustrial revenue bonds or to special as
sessment bonds. In addition, the under
writing authority would extend only to 
those bonds in which a bank can invest 
for its own portfolio account. Under 
present procedures, this means the bond 
must have a rating of Baa or higher. 

Additional safeguards are included in 
the bill which would prevent any possible 
self-dealing on the part of the bank. 
For example, the trust department of any 
underwriting bank would be prohibited 
from purchasing bonds from a member 
of an underwriting syndicate during the 
life of a syndicate. 

Second, banks would be required to dis
close their underwriting interests when 
selling such securities to their depcsitors, 
borrowers, or correspondent banks. 
Third, the bill would prevent banks 
from purchasing bonds from the syndi
cate for its underwriting or dealer ac
count and subsequently transferring such 
bonds to its investment account during 
the life of the syndicate. Fourth, the bill 
requires the Secretary of the Treasury to 
make an annual report on the impact of 
this legislation as it affects the distribu
tion of business between investment 
banking firms and commercial banks. 

HISTORY OF THE LEGISLATION 

Mr. President, during the 1920's com
mercial banks were frequently engaged in 
the underwriting and selling of securities. 
The financial collapse of 1929 led to the 
enactment of the Glass-Steagall Act of 
1933 which among other things was in
tended to separate the business of com
mercial banking from investment bank
ing. Commercial banks were generally 
precluded from underwriting stocks and 
bonds or acting as a dealer in such se
curities. However, the Congress made an 
exception with respect to the general 
obligation bonds of Federal, State and 
local governments. In order to insure a 
broad market for these bonds and to 
facilitate public finance, the Congress 
permitted commercial banks to continue 
the underwriting of general ob1igation 
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bonds. Since such bonds were of high 
investment quality and safety, the Con
gress considered it sound public policy to 
permit them to be underwritten by com
mercial banks. 

Since the time of the Glass-Steagall 
Act, Congress has consistently expanded 
the exception for general obligation 
bonds to include additional instruments 
of public finance as such instruments 
developed. For example, Congress 
amended the Glass-Steagall Act to per
mit banks to underwrite and deal in the 
bonds of the TV A, local public housing 
authorities, the International Bank for 
Reconstruction and Development, the 
Inter-American Development Bank, and 
the Asian Development Bank. Similar 
exceptions were also made for the bonds 
and participation certificates of the Fed
eral National Mortgage Association. 

At the time of the Glass-Steagall Act, 
revenue bonds were a largely unheard of 
device for state and local finance. Reve
nue bonds primarily developed in the 
1930's and gained widespread acceptance 
during the 1950's and 1960's. Because of 
their growing importance, attempts have 
been made since 1955 to amend the Glass
Steagall Act to permit commercial banks 
to underwrite revenue bonds. Thus, in 
approving this bill we are not departing 
from public policy, but rather following 
a consistent policy established by Con
gress aimed at securing the broadest pos
sible market for governmental obliga
tions. As new Federal, State or local 
credit instruments develop, it will be 
necessary to reexamine the Glass
Steagall Act. 

MUNICIPAL BOND MARKET 

Mr. President, the need for this legis
lation can perhaps best be evidenced by 
the dramatic growth in the use of rev
enue bonds. As I indicated, revenue bonds 
were largely unheard of in 1933 when the 
Glass-Steagall Act was first enacted. In 
1948 revenue bonds accounted for $549 
million or 18 percent of all State and 
local bond issues. However, by 1966 the 
volume of new revenue bond issues has 
climbed to over $4 billion, or over 38 per
cent of all State and local issues. All 
predictions indicate that revenue bonds 
will continue to be an important instru
ment of municipal finance, p.articularly 
in view of the growing number of mu
nicipalities approaching their constitu
tional debt limitations. 

A survey conducted by the Joint Eco
nomic Committee last December indi
cates that total State and local bond 
issues are expected to double by 1975. 
Since revenue bonds have been growing 
at .a faster rate than general obligation 
bonds, it may be expected that the vol
ume of revenue bond issues will be more 
than doubled by 1975. In view of this 
rapidly expanding market for revenue 
bonds it is, therefore, extremely impor
tant to insure that there are adequate 
underwriting and distributional facil
ities. By permitting commercial banks to 
supplement the activities of investment 
banks, we can be sure that the under
writing capacity for revenue bonds will 
be adequate for our growing needs. 

NEED FOR LEGISLATION 

Mr. President, the principal argument 
in favor of this bill is that it will save 

State and local governments money. By 
providing more competition in the un
derwriting field, the bill should lower the 
rate of interest State and local govern
ments are required to pay on their 
bonded indebtedness. I asked the Comp
troller of the Currency and the Federal 
Reserve Board to undertake a compre
hensive study of the economic impact of 
this bill and to estimate the amount of 
savings which would accrue to State and 
local governments as a result of bank 
competition in underwriting. 

The studies of the banking agencies 
agree that State and local governments 
pay a higher rate of interest on revenue 
bonds than they do on general obligation 
bonds. Some of this difference is due to 
the fact that revenue bonds are of slight
ly lower investment quality and slightly 
longer maiturity. However, when these 
factors are taken into account, a differ
ence of 10 basis points or one-tenth of 
1 percent still remains. Although this 
slight difference in the interest rate may 
appear small, if it were entirely elimi
nated, State and local governments 
would save approximately $50 million a 
year now, and such savings would grow 
to $100 million a year by 1975. 

There are other factors which indi
cate a lack of competition in the revenue 
bond market. For example, more than 
99 percent of general obligation bonds 
were awarded through competitive bid
ding, whereas only 81 percent of revenue 
bonds had competitive bids. Even when 
competitive bidding was present, general 
obligation bonds received more bids. The 
study by the Comptroller of the Cur
rency indicated that general obligation 
bonds received an average of 1.64 more 
bids than revenue bonds. 

The number of bidders is vitally im
portant to a hard-pressed municipality. 
Studies show that an interest paid by a 
city or State government varies inversely 
with the number of bidders. In other 
words, the greater the number of bidders 
the lower the rate of interest cities will 
be required to pay. This fact is confirmed 
by the studies conducted by the Comp
troller of the Currency and the Federal 
Reserve Board. 

In estimating the amount of savings, 
the Comptroller of the Currency con
cluded that on a conservative basis the 
savings on new revenue bond issues in 
1968 would amount to $12 million a year 
and such savings would exceed $27 mil
lion a year by 1975. Total savings over 
the period from 1968 to 1975 should, ac
cording to the Comptroller's studies, 
reach $182.5 million. 

The Federal Reserve Board was more 
cautious in its estimate of potential sav
ings. Governor Mitchell of the Board in
dicated the annual savings could be $34 
million a year. However, Governor 
Mitchell also indicated that the higher 
rate of interest paid on revenue bonds 
might be entirely due to factors other 
than the absence of bank competition. 
However, in summing up his testimony 
Governor Mitchell concluded "we are in
clined to believe that greater competition 
and an increase in the number of under
writers and dealers would lead to lower 
costs in this field." 

In addition to the banking agency 
studies, a separate study was conducted 

by Dr. Reuben Kessel of the University 
of Chicago using three methods for esti
mating savings. Dr. Kessel concluded 
initial savings could range from $21.4 
to $43.2 million and that such savings 
could reach as much as $62.1 million a 
year by 1975. 

The evidence presented to the com
mittee seems reasonable that this legis
lation will save State and local govern
ments money. I realize, however, that it 
is difficult to prove this point beyond a 
shadow of a doubt. However, it should 
be pointed out that in our free enter
prise system there is a traditional pre
sumption that greater competition will 
lead to lower costs. Thus, those who 
would restrict competition also have a 
burden of proof to show that such re
strictions are not in fact costing the pub
lic money. There is no solid evidence pre
sented to the committee that the ab
sence of bank competition in under
writing revenue bonds does not cost cities 
money in high interest charges. 

Mr. President, if this bill is enacted, I 
believe it will broaden the market for 
revenue bonds and will lead to savings 
for our hard-pressed State and local gov
ernments. Commercial banks have many 
potential customers which are not pres
ently being tapped by investment bank
ing firms. Thus, by permitting banks to 
underwrite revenue bonds, we are likely 
to increase the aggregate demand for 
such bonds with a consequent reduction 
in the rate charged the issuer. 

Second, the entry of commercial banks 
in the revenue bond field is likely to re
sult in a stronger secondary market for 
such bonds. To the extent the secondary 
market is strengthened, revenue bonds 
become a more liquid instrument. As a 
result of the increased liquidity, investors 
should be willing to accept a lower rate 
of interest on the initial offering, thus 
leading to savings for the issuer. 

Third, by permitting commercial banks 
to underwrite revenue bonds, we should 
remove any possible stigma attached to 
such bonds. The fact that banks are now 
precluded from underwriting revenue 
bonds could cast such a stigma in the 
eyes of the investing public. By removing 
any such possible implications that reve
nue bonds are not as desirable as gen
eral obligation bonds, revenue bonds 
should gain greater investor acceptance. 
This in turn should lead to higher prices 
for revenue bonds, lower rates of interest, 
and financial savings to State and local 
governments. 

There have been a number of argu
ments presented that this bill would 
place commercial banks in an unavoid
able conflict-of-interest position. This 
argument was examined quite carefully 
during the hearings on this legislation. 
I believe the most iniportant fact on this 
issue is that commercial banks have un
derwritten and sold general obligation 
bonds for 34 years without any record of 
abuse. The opponents of the legislaition 
were unable to off er a single documented 
instance where a bank has abused its 
underwriting authority. I find it dimcult 
to conclude, therefore, that the favorable 
experience which has developed on gen
eral obligation bonds would be any differ
ent for revenue bonds. The committee 
has recommended a number of safe-



31508 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - SENATE November 7, 1967 

guards in the bill to which I previously 
ref erred, which I believe will satisfy any 
legitimate argument with respect to con
flict of interest. Nonetheless, it should 
be kept in mind that the authority to 
underwrite revenue bonds is not an in
herent right of commercial banks but a 
privilege granted by the Congress, which 
can be revoked at any time. 

Should abuses develop-however re
mote the possibility-the Congress is al
ways free to revoke the underwriting au
thority. In that connection, the commit
tee has instructed the bank supervisory 
agencies to be extremely diligent in ex
amining the activities of the banks under 
this legisl·ation and to be particularly 
alert to any potential abuses committed 
by commercial banks. Since banks are 
closely regulated by the banking agencies 
and subject to periodic and comprehen
sive examinations, I believe there is ade
quate protection and assurance that 
commercial banks will not abuse their 
underwriting authority. 

CONCLUSION 

Mr. President, I believe this bill is in 
the public interest. It is a bipartisan bill. 
It has the support of the ranking Repub
lican member of the committee, the dis
tinguished gentleman from Utah, who 
worked long and hard on this legislation 
and contributed substantially to its final 
development. It is not a bill to assist 
banks or to punish investment bankers. 
It is a bill to assist State and local gov
ernments. If investment bankers were 
prohibited from underwriting revenue 
bonds and commercial banks were able 
to underwrite such bonds, I would intro
duce legislation permitting investment 
bankers to compete with commercial 
banks. Thus, the key question is not does 
this bill benefit commercial banks or in
vestment banks, but rather does this bill 
benefit State and local governments? I 
believe the evidence indicates it does. The 
bill is in keeping with a continuing con
gressional policy of affording the widest 
possible distribution of Government ob
ligations. I recommend the bill strongly 
to the entire Senate and hope every Mem
ber may be able to cast his vote for it. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I sup
port S. 1.306, a bill to permit banks to 
underwrite and deal in municipal rev
enue bonds. Senator PROXMIRE, who in
troduced this bill last March, conducted 
comprehensive and thorough hearings 
on this bill and worked skillfully in get
ting it through the committee. Senator 
BENNETT, the ranking Republican mem
ber from Utah, participated in the de
velopment of this legislation at every 
step and contributed measurably to the 
final product. I want to compliment both 
of these Senators for bringing this legis
lation to the floor. 

Mr. President, this is not a bill to assist 
commercial banks, nor is it a bill to take 
business away from investment banks. It 
is a bill providing more competition in 
the field of State and local revenue bonds 
so that hard-pressed State and local gov
ernments may pay lower rates of inter
est on their debt obligations. Studies 
conducted by the banking agencies, al
though not 100 percent conclusive, do 
indicate a reasonable chance that this 

bill will save State and local governments 
money. 

I am mindful of the arguments raised 
.by many respected investment banking 
firms, that competition from commercial 
banks could drive investment bankers out 
of business and in the long run reduce 
competition rather than increase it. This 
is certainly not the intent of the legisla
tion. In view of the expected growth in 
the revenue bond market, I also do not 
feel there is a reasonable chance that 
this could happen. Most projections indi
cate total State and local bond issues 
will double by 1975 and that revenue 
bonds will grow even faster. In view of 
this rapidly expanding market it seems 
reasonable to me to conclude that there 
will be enough business for both invest
ment banks and commercial banks. This 
is 1also the conclusion of the Federal Re
serve Board which has given this matter 
careful consideration. 

In order to make sure that Congress 
is continually aware of the impact of 
this legislation, the committee approved 
an amendment which requires the Sec
retary of the Treasury to make an an
nual report on the distribution of busi
ness between investment banking firms 
and oommercial banks. This will give 
the Congress the information it needs 
to exercise its continuing responsibility. 

I also feel quite strongly that if we 
are to permit the banks to compete for 
revenue bonds, they should compete on 
an equal basis with investment banking 
firms and should not enjoy special ad
vantages over other investors when they 
are members of an underwriting syndi
cate. For that reason, I offered an 
amendment which was accepted by the 
committee which precludes an under
writing bank from purchasing bonds for 
its dealer account and subsequently 
transferring such bonds to its invest
ment account during the life of the syn
dicate. I do not believe a bank's invest
ment purchases should be confused with 
its underwriting activities. I would ex
pect that bonds purchased by the banks 
as an underwriter will be made subject 
to a genuine public offering. In the event 
market practices are such that take
down orders for bonds intended for a 
bank's investment account are com
mingled with the bank's takedown orders 
for its underwriting or dealer account 
then it would be expected that the mem
ber bank would disclose this to the syn
dicate so that the bank's underwriting 
and investment functions would be 
clearly understood. 

Mr. President, I join with the Senator 
from Wisconsin [Mr. PROXMIRE] in rec
ommending this bill to the Senate. I be
lieve it is a reasonable bill and in the 
public interest. It promises to lower the 
rate of interest which State and local 
governments pay on their revenue bonds. 
I also believe .that the committee has 
included a number of safeguards which 
guard against any possible conflict of 
interest. I hope that the bill will be ap
proved by the. Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion is on agreeing to the amendments 
en bloc. 

The amendments were agreed to en 
bloc. 

The PRF.sIDING OFFICER. The bill 
is open to further amendment. If there 
be no further amendment to be pro
posed, the question is on th~ engrossment 
and third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, was read the third 
time, and passed. 

Mr. DffiKSEN. Mr. President, I should 
like to state that I have cleared this 
matter with the minority membem on 
the Committee on Banking and Currency 
and there is no objection to it. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent to have printed 
in the RECORD an excerpt from the report 
(No. 713), explaining the purposes of 
the bill. 

There being no objection, the excerpt 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

PURPOSE OF THE BILL 

The purpose of S. 1306 is to assist cities 
and States to obtain minimum cost financing 
by permitting National banks and State 
banks which are members of the Federal 
Reserve System to underwrite and deal in 
revenue bonds. The committee believes that 
with added bank competition the cost of bor
rowing to State and local governments will 
be reduced in the years ahead. 

Although the bill permits banks to under
write revenue bonds, such authority would 
not be extended to industrial revenue bonds 
or special assessment bonds or to revenue 
bonds of such quality that they are not 
eligible for purchase by a bank in its invest
ment account. Under present procedures, 
bank investment quality grade bonds must 
generally be at a rating of Baa or higher. 

Additional safeguards are included in the 
bill to prevent any bank from holding at any 
one time on its combined underwriting and 
investment accounts a revenue bond issue 
which exceeds more than 10 percent of its 
capital stock. As an additional safeguard, the 
bill would prohibit an underwriting bank 
from selling revenue bonds to its trust ac
count unless lawfully directed by court order. 
Also, the trust department of an under
writing bank could not purchase revenue 
bonds from any member of an underwriting 
syndicate during the life of the syndicate. 
This is to p:revent any possible self-dealing 
on the part of two or more banks in an un
derwriting syndicate. The bill also requires an 
underwriting bank to disclose its underwrit
ing activities whenever it sells revenue bonds 
to its borrowers, depositors, or correspondent 
banks. 

HISTORY OF THE LEGISLATION 

Prior to 1933, there was no clear-cut divi
sion between investment banking and com
mercial banking. Many banks were engaged 
in the underwriting and distribution of se
curities during the 1920's. The collapse of 
the stock market in 1929 caused many banks 
to undergo severe financial difficulties. 

As a result, the Glass-Steagall Act of 1933 
was intended, among other things. to sepa
rate commercial banking from investment 
banking. Commercial banks were prohibited 
from underwriting and dealing in securities, 
thus leaving such functions to be performed 
by investment banking firms. However, an 
exception was made which permitted com
mercial banks to underwrite U.S. Govern
ment bonds and general obligation 'bonds of 
State and local governments. The effect of 
this exception was to permit commercial 
banks to remain in the underwriting busi
ness with respect to such bonds in order to 
facilitate debt financing by the Federal, 
State, and local governments. At the time 
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the exception was made for general obliga
tion bonds, revenue bonds were not a com
mon form of municipal finance. 

Since 1933, the authority of banks to 
underwrite Government bonds has been ex
tended to include the bonds of the Inter
national Bank for Reconstruction and De
velopment, the TV A, the Inter-American 
Development Bank, the Asian Development 
Ban.It, local public housing authorities, and 
bonds and participation certificates of the 
Federal National Mortgage Association. Thus, 
the Federal Government has followed a con
sistent policy, over the years, of fac111tating 
public :finance by using the underwriting 
capabilities of commercial banks as well as 
investment banks. Legislation to permit 
banks to underwrite State and local revenue 
bonds has been introduced in the House of 
Representatives since 1955, and the House 
Committee on Banking and Currency held 
hearings on such bills in 1963 and 1965. 
S. 1306 was introduced in the Senate by 
Senator Proxmire on March 16, 1967. Hear
ings were held before the Subcommittee on 
Financial Institutions on August 28, 29, 30, 
and September 12, 1967. The subcommittee 
met on October 4 and reported the bill to 
the full committee. The full committee met 
on October 24 and agreed to report the bill, 
With amendments, to the Senate. 

MUNICIPAL BOND MARKET 

Although revenue bonds were largely un
heard of in 1933, they have become an im
portant instrument of municipal finance. 
Because of limitations on bonded indebted
ness and for other reasons, many cities and 
States are borrowing funds through the use 
of revenue bonds as opposed to general obli
gation bonds which require the full faith 
and credit of the State or local government. 
The following table shows the trends in the 
municipal bond market. In 1948 only 18 
percent of all new municipal bonds were in 
the revenue bond category. By 1966 the per
centage has grown to 37 percent. In absolute 
terms revenue bonds amounted to $549 mil
lion in 1948, whereas by 1966 more than 
$4 billion in new revenue bonds were issued. 

MUNICIPAL BONDS SOLD BY ISSUERS, 1948~6 

Year General 
obligation 

1948_ - - - - - $2, 440, 230, 000 
1949_ - - - - - 2, 312, 471, 799 
1950_ - - - - - 3, 093, 680, 965 
1951__ ____ 2, 548, 057, 853 
1952 ______ 2, 937, 866, 967 
1953______ 3, 990, 639, 799 
1954______ 3, 754, 260, 796 
1955_ - - - -- 4, 244, 089, 370 
1956 ______ 3, 775, 931, 126 
1957 ______ 4, 933, 240, 520 
1958_ - - - - - 5, 628, 086, 000 
1959_ - - -- - 5, 159, 656, 123 
1960_ - - - - - 5, 034, 679, 948 
1961______ 5, 761, 504, 589 
1962_ - - - - - 5, 892, 188, 262 
1963_ - - - - - 6, 069, 195, 364 
1964_ - - - - - 6, 879, 923, 836 
1965_ - - - - - 7' 444, 968, 995 
1966 ______ 7, 012, 915, 849 

Revenue 
bonds 

$549, 501, 000 
682, 953, 250 
599, 923, 200 
730, 095, 200 

1, 463, 450, 500 
1, 567, 256, 570 
3, 214, 381, 100 
1, 732, 414, 450 
1, 670, 488, 445 
2, 024, 911, 625 
1, 772, 281, 000 
2, 521, 397, 500 
2, 194, 820, 411 
2, 598, 007, 545 
2, 666, 012, 400 
4, 037' 470, 000 
3, 650, 752, 608 
3, 639, 219, 720 
4, 076, 022, 500 

Source: Investment Banker's Association. 

Total 

$2, 989, 731, 000 
2, 995, 425, 049 
3, 693, 604, 165 
3, 278, 153, 053 
4, 401 , 317, 467 
5, 557' 887' 639 
6, 968, 641, 896 
5, 976, 503, 820 
5, 446, 419, 571 
6, 958, 152, 145 
7' 400, 367' 000 
7, 681, 053, 623 
7' 229, 500, 359 
8, 359, 512, 134 
8, 558, 200, 662 

10, 106, 665, 364 
10, 530, 676, 444 
11, 084, 188, 715 
11, 088, 938, 349 

The projections of future municipal 
:financial needs indicate that State and local 
governments Will continue to be heavy bor
rowers in the capital markets. In December 
of 1966 the Joint Economic Committee pub
lished a study entitled "State and Local 
Public Facility Needs and Financing." The 
study concluded that total State and local 
government bonds issued would double by 
1975. Since revenue bonds have been grow
ing at a faster rate than the total increase in 
State and local debt, it is probable that 
revenue bond issues will more than double 
by 1975. Most of the increase is expected 
to take place in bonds for water and sewer 
systems and for transportation fac111ties . The 
following tables from the Joint Economic 

Committee report ind1cate the expected 
growth in municipal bonds over the next 
8 years: 

ESTIMATED STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT DEBT, 1966-75 

[In billions of dollars) 

Year Total new Beginning Net Yearend 
debt issued balance change balance 

1966 _________ 14. 2 100. 0 8. 5 108. 5 1967 _________ 14. 9 108. 5 8. 7 117.2 1968 _________ 15. 7 117.2 9.0 126.2 
1969 _________ 16. 6 126. 2 9. 3 135. 5 1970 _________ 17. 6 135. 5 9. 7 145. 2 
1971_ ________ 18. 6 145. 2 10.0 155. 2 1972 _________ 19. 5 155. 2 10. 3 165. 5 1973 _________ 20. 8 165. 5 10. 9 176. 4 
1974_ -- - -- --- 21. 8 176. 4 11.1 187. 5 1975 _________ 22. 7 187. 5 11.3 198. 8 

Source: "S,tate and Local Public Facility Needs and Financing," 
vol. 2, p. 35. 

COMPARISON OF PUBLIC FACILITY CAPITAL OUTLAYS 
OF STATE AND LOCAL PUBLIC AGENCIES IN 1965 WITH 
ESTIMATED CAPITAL REQUIREMENTS DURING 1965-75 

[In billions of dollars] 

Actual, Estimated 
1965 Group of facilities 

1970 1975 1966-75 

Water and sewer_ ____________ 2. 7 5. 5 6. 8 56. 5 
Electric and gas _________ ___ _ .8 1.3 1.4 12. 8 
Transportation ____ ----- _____ 8.9 13. 5 17. 7 141.1 Education ___________________ 4.9 5. 9 7. 8 62. 0 Health ______________________ .8 1. 3 1.7 13. 1 
Recreational and cultural_ ____ 1. 5 3. 4 4. 4 35. 0 
Other public buildings ________ . 5 . 7 . 9 7. 3 

Total __ ---- --- - ------_ 20. 1 31. 6 40. 7 327. 8 

Source: "State and Local Public Facility Needs and Financ
ing," vol. 1, p. 14. 

Revenue bonds were once regarded as a 
risky investment compared to general ob
ligation bonds. However, in recent years the 
overall quality of revenue bonds has ap
proached that of general obligation issues. 
Since the bill would restrict underwriting 
only to those revenue bonds of sufficient 
quality for inclusion in the bank's invest
ment portfolio, this effectively limits the un
derwriting to bonds of a Baa or higher rat
ing. The Comptroller of the Currency com
pared the quality of revenue bonds under
written in 1966 With the quality of general 
obligation bonds. Since very few revenue 
bonds were in the Aaa category, the compari
son was made in terms of Aa, A, and Baa 
bonds. The study shows that when these three 
categories are considered, 31 percent of reve
nue bonds were in the Aa category compared 
to 39 percent of general obligation bonds; 40 
percent of revenue bonds were in the A cate
gory compared to 34 percent of general ob
ligation bonds; and 29 percent of revenue 
bonds were in the Baa category compared to 
27 percent of general obligation bonds. 

These figures indicate that there is very 
little difference in the overall quality of 
revenue bonds compared With general ob
ligation bonds; while as a group general ob
ligation bonds are of a slightly higher quality, 
there are many revenue bonds which are of 
superior investment quality in comparison 
to general obligation bonds. 

NEED FOR LEGISLATION 

The principal argument in favor of S. 1306 
is that it would reduce the cost of borroWing 
to State and local governments by bringing 
additional competition into the underwriting 
field. On March 31 of this year Senator Prox
mire requested the Comptroller of the Cur
rency and the Federal Reserve Board to un
dertake an extensive study of the economic 
impact of the bill and specifically to estimate 
the net savings, if any, which could accrue 
to State and local governments as a result of 
additional bank competition in the field of 
underwriting. Both studies indicate that ad-

di tional bank competition would tend to 
lower the cost of borroWing to State and 
local governments. Similar conclusions were 
reached by Prof. Reuben A. Kessel of the 
University of Chicago who testified before the 
committee for the bill. The estimate of sav
ings was, however, disputed by Prof. Bertrand 
Fox, of the Harvard School of Business, who 
testified before the committee in opposition 
to the bill. 

All studies agree that State and local gov
ernments pay a higher rate of interest on 
revenue bonds than they do on general obli
gation bonds. Some of this difference can be 
accounted for by the fact that revenue bonds 
are of a slightly lower investment quality 
and slightly longer average maturity. How
ever, when adjustments are made for these 
factors, a difference of approximately 10 basis 
points still remains. One basis point is 
equaled to 0.01 percent, thus, 10 basis points 
would amount to a difference of approxi
mately one-tenth of 1 percent in interest. 
Although this may appear small, the annual 
savings to cities and States would amount to 
more than $50 million a year in 1968 and as 
much as $100 million a year by 1975 if the 
entire 10-basis-point difference were elimi
nated. 

In addition to a higher rate of interest, 
there is additional evidence of a lack of com
petition in the revenue bond market. Most 
general obligation bond issues on which 
there is bank competition, are subject to 
competitive bidding. A study by the Comp
troller of the Currency shows that over the 
last 3 years more than 99 percent of general 
obligation bonds were awarded through com
petitive bidding. Less than 1 percent were 
subject to negotiated sales. On the other 
hand, only 81 percent of revenue bonds were 
awarded through competitive bidding and 19 
percent were awarded through negotiated 
sales. 

In addition to a higher incidence of nego
tiated sales, revenue bonds also enjoy fewer 
bids, even when they are issued through com
petitive bidding. The study by the Comp
troller of the Currency shows that on the 
average, revenue bonds awarded through 
competitive bidding received 1.64 fewer bids 
than those received by general obligation 
bonds. The study by the Federal Reserve 
Board found the same discrepancy, even after 
adjusting for any possible effect of differences 
in investment quality and maturity. 

The number of bidders is extremely impor
tant to a hard-pressec;l municipality since the 
figures show the interest paid is inversely 
related to the number of bidders. In other 
words, the greater the number of bidders the 
lower the rate of interest which the city Will 
have to pay on its bonds. The Comptroller's 
study has shown that for each additional 
bidder on revenue bond issues, the rate 
charged the city declines an average of 2 
basis points. The Comptroller of the Cur
rency summarized its study with the follow
ing remarks: 

"Commercial banks generally do not com
pete in the market for underwriting revenue 
bond issues, but they are a major competi
tive factor in the market for underwriting 
general obligation issues. With the specific 
authorization to compete in underwriting 
revenue bond issues provided by S. 1306, 
commercial banks would also become a major 
competitive factor in this market. 

"The ensuing increase in competition for 
underwriting revenue issues will lead to a 
significant reduction in the interest paid by 
municipal authorities. Our calculations in
dicate that the reduction of net interest cost 
on revenue issues would have been 5.3 basis 
points in 1966. The calculations for all issues 
studied (all ratings and all years) indicate 
that added competition would reduce net 
interest cost on revenue issues by 3.3 basis 
points. 

• • • • 
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"The potential dollar savings to municipal 

authorities resulting from enactment of S. 
1306 are large indeed. A conservative esti
mate of the total savings on the new mu
nicipal revenue bond issues for the period 
1968 to 1975 amounts to $117.8 million; it is 
more likely that the savings will reach $182.5 
million. A conservative estimate of the sav
ings on new revenue issues in 1968 amounts 
to $12.5 million; the savings on new issues 
each year are likely to exceed $27 .0 million by 
1975." 

The Federal Reserve Board was more cau
tious in its estimates of potential savings. 
In testifying before the committee, Gov. 
George W. Mitchell indicated the bill could 
result in annual savings of $34 million to 
State and local governments. However, Gov
ernor Mitchell cautioned that it is possible 
that all of the residual difference in bor
rowing cost is due to factors other than the 
absence of commercial bank underwriting. In 
summing up his testimony, Governor 
Mitchell indicated: 

"Although we have discovered no very re
liable way to quantify the possible benefits 
of this bill in reducing State and local bor
rowing costs, we are inclined to believe that 
greater competition and an increase in the 
number of underwriters and dealers would 
lead to lower costs in this field." 

The endorsement of this legislation by the 
Federal Reserve Board represents a departure 
from their opposition to similar bills in the 
past. 

In addition to the studies by the comp
troller and the Federal Reserve Board, Dr. 
Reuben Kessel of the University of Chicago 
also attempted to estimate the dollar sav
ings to State and local governments. Profes
sor Kessel developed three methods for esti
mating the potential savings. Under the first 
method, the savings would amount to $21.4 
million in 1968, increasing to $30.7 million 
by 1975. Under Professor Kessel's second 
method, the savings would amount to $25.9 
million in 1968 and would increase to $37.2 
million by 1975. Under his third method, the 
savings would increase from $43.2 million in 
1968 to $62.1 million by 1975. 

The results of these studies tend to show 
there are small but measurable savings to 
State and local governments as a result of 
additional bank competition. In addition to 
this statistical evidence, it is also reasonable 
to conclude that as a general rule additional 
competition tends to reduce costs. Most of 
our antitrust laws and other policies promot
ing free and open competition are founded 
upon the assumption that maximum com
petition wm result in the lowest possible 
price to the consumer. Although it is often 
difficult to measure precisely the effect of 
increased competition, in our free enterprise 
economy there is a presumption that compe
tition is to be preferred to the absence of 
competition. Thus, those who would restrict 
competition have a real burden of proof to 
show that such restrictions will not in fact 
result in higher costs to the consumer. The 
committee believes a reasonable case has been 
made that bank competition will lower in
terest charges to State and local govern
ments; moreover, no convincing evidence has 
been presented to show that the absence of 
bank competition does not in fact result in 
a higher cost of borrowing to State and local 
governments. 

One natural consequence of aaditional 
bank competition in underwriting would be 
a broadening of the market for the distribu
tion of municipal revenue bonds. Commer
cial banks have many potential customers 
which are not tapped by investment bank
ers. The addition of these new potential cus
tomers should increase the overall demand 
for revenue bonds, thus resulting in a lower 
rate of interest. 

Also, the very fact that commercial banks 
are prohibited from underwriting municipal 
revenue bonds casts some stigma on these 

bonds in the eyes of the investing public. 
This may account for some of the difference 
between the rate of interest charged on gen
eral obligation bonds as compared to revenue 
bonds. Since commercial banks can and do 
underwrite general obligation bonds, no such 
comparable stigma attaches to these bonds. 
By permitting banks to underwrite revenue 
bonds, any possible stigma associated with 
such bonds shou;d be removed, leading to 
greater investor acceptance and a consequent 
reduction of interest charges to the issuer. 

Another advantage of permitting banks to 
underwrite and deal in revenue bonds is to 
strengthen the secondary market for revenue 
bonds. To the extent additional dealers are 
prepared to make a strong secondary market, 
the liquidity of revenue bonds is correspond
ingly enhanced. With increased liquidity, in
vestors should be wllling to accept a lower 
rate of return on the initial reoffering, there
by reducing the net interest cost to State 
and local governments. 

The committee is mindful of the conflict
of-interest arguments raised by those who 
have opposed this legislation. One possible 
conflict of interest lies in the role of a bank 
as an underwriter and in its role as provid
ing investment advice to its correspondent 
banks. The argument has been made that 
an underwriting bank, in order to rid itself 
of a slow issue, might pressure its corre
spondent banks to purchase such issues on 
unfavorable terms. 

A second argument has been made that a 
bank might use its trust department to 
manipulate the price of such bonds in the 
secondary market in an effort to avoid a 
loss in its investment account. The commit
tee is convinced that there are no undue con
flict-of-interest problems associated with 
this legislation. Banks have been underwrit
ing general obligation bonds for the last 34 
years with no apparent abuses. In testifying 
before the committee, Governor Mitchell of 
the Federal Reserve Board stated that: "We 
have no evidence that bank underwriting of 
general obligation bonds has resulted in 
abuses that call for legislative correction." 
Similar judgments were expressed by the 
Comptroller of the Currency and the Federal 
Deposit Insurance Corporation. Moreover, 
none of the opponents of the bill could pro
vide the committee with documented evi
dence that banks have, in fact, abused their 
general obligation bond underwriting au
thority. 

In view of the experience with general 
obligation bonds, the committee recommends 
that similar underwriting authority can safe
ly be extended to revenue bonds. Neverthe
less, the authority to underwrite revenue 
bonds should not be considered an inherent 
right of commercial banks, but rather a 
privilege which can be revoked if evidence 
of abuse develops. In this connection, the 
committee expects the bank supervisory 
agencies to be particularly alert to any pos
sible conflict of interest which might arise 
as a result of this legislation. The commit
tee expects the bank supervisory agencies to 
be especially d111gent in scrutinizing pur
chases of revenue bonds by correspondent 
banks from underwriting banks, to insure 
that such purchases are not being made upon 
terms unfavorable to the correspondent 
bank. The committee also expects the super
visory agencies to examine closely the ac
tivities of the trust accounts of commercial 
banks to insure that such accounts are not 
artificially influencing the price of revenue 
bonds in order to further their underwriting 
or investment activities. 

COMMITTEE AMENDMENTS 

In reporting the bill, the committee recom
mends two amendments which are designed 
to guard against the conflict-of-interest 
problem. 

The first amendment would require the 
Secretary of the Treasury to submit an an-

nual report to the Congress concerning the 
impact of this legislation and particularly 
the distribution of business between invest
ment banking firms and commercial banks. 
The investment banks have alleged that com
mercial banks could force smaller investment 
banking firms out of business, thereby re
sulting in a monopoly by commercial banks 
and a consequent reduction in competition. 
In view of the rapidly growing market for 
State and local bonds, the committee does 
not believe this ls a realistic probability. The 
committee agrees with the judgment of Gov
ernor Mitchell of the Federal Reserve Board 
on the impact of this bill. In testifying on 
the distribution of business between com
mercial banks and investment banks, Gover
nor Mitchell indicated: 

"In our view, there is ample room for both. 
In the fiscal year ended June 30, 1967, total 
new issues of municipal obligations amount
ed to $13.1 billion, more than double the 
total for fiscal 1957, and continued rapid 
growth seems assured. This prospect presents 
a challenging opportunity for both commer
cial banks and investment banking concerns 
to contribute in developing and improving 
this market. 

Although the committee concurs with the 
judgment of the Federal Reserve Board, the 
committee ls concerned that the bill actually 
increase competition and not red1uce com
petition by forcing investment bankers out 
of business. For this reason, the committee 
believes the annual report from the Secre
tary of the Treasury of the impact of the 
bill will provide the Congress with the in
formation it needs to exercise its continuing 
responsibility in this area. 

The second amendment concerns the abili
ty of an underwriting bank to purchase rev
enue bonds for its own investment account. 
The committee intends that this legislation 
will permit commercial banks to underwrite 
municipal bonds whether revenue or general 
obligation bonds. Many banks will want to 
continue to purchase municipal bonds for 
their own investment account. Indeed, such 
purchases have represented almost 40 per
cent of the market. At the same time, the 
committee does not believe that the bank's 
investment purchases should be confused 
with its underwriting activities. 

Accordingly, the committee has recom
mended an amendment which would pro
hibit a member bank from transferring rev
enue bonds which it purchased as an under
writer to its investment account during the 
underwriting period. It is expected that 
bonds purchased by the banks as an un
derwriter wm be made subject to a gen
uine public offering, in the event market 
practices are such that takedown orders for 
bonds intended for a bank's investment ac
count are commingled with the bank's take
down orders for its underwriting or dealer 
account then it would be expected that the 
member bank would disclose this to the syn
dicate so that the bank's underwriting and 
investment functions would be clearly un
derstood. 

CONSTRUCTION AID FOR VESSELS 
OPERATING ON THE INLAND 
RIVERS AND WATERWAYS 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to the consideration of Calendar 
No. 701, S. 2211. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be stated by title. 

The AssISTANT LEGISLATIVE CLERK. s. 
2211, to amend title 46, section 1159, to 
provide for construction aid for certain 
vessels operating on the inland rivers 
and waterways. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
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objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

There being no objection, the senate 
proceeded to consider the bill which had 
been reported from the Committee on 
Commerce, with an amendment, strike 
out all after the enacting clause and 
insert: 

That section 509 of the Merchant Marine 
Act, 1936, as amended (46 U.S.C. 1159) be 
amended by inserting after the words, "four
teen knots," the following: "except in the 
case of a passenger vessel opera ting solely 
on the inland rivers and waterways in which 
case the vessel is designed to be of not less 
than one thousand gross tons and to be capa
ble of sustained speed of not less than eight, 
knots,". 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion is on agreeing to the amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 

is open to further amendment. If there 
be no further amendment to be proposed, 
the question is on the engrossment and 
third reading of the b111. 

The b111 was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, was read the third 
time, and passed. 

The title was amended, so as to read: 
"A bill to amend section 509 of the Mer
chant Marine Act, 1936, as amended ( 46 
U.S.C. 1159) to provide for construction 
aid for certain vessels operating on the 
inland rivers and waterways." 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the RECORD an excerpt from 
the report (No. 717), explaining the 
purposes of the bill. 

There being no objection, the excerpt 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

PURPOSE AND EXPLANATION OF THE BILL 

The purpose of S. 2211 is to amend section 
509 of the Merchant Marine Act of 1936 to 
increase the amount of Federal ship mortgage 
insurance available for passenger vessels of 
not less than 1,000 gross tons with a sus
tained speed capability of at least 8 knots 
operating on inland rivers and waterways. 

Title XI of the Merchant Marine Act of 
1936 authorizes the Secretary of Commerce 
to guarantee ship mortgages up to 87¥2 per
cent of actual cost if the vessel meets mini
mum size (3,500 gross tons) and sustained 
speed (14 knots) requirements imposed by 
section 509 of the 1936 act and if he deter
mines such action to be economically justi
fied. A vessel not meeting these minimum 
requirements of section 509 are limited to 
title XI guarantees of 75 percent of actual 
cost. This proposed legislation would extend 
the benefit of 87¥2 percent mortgage guaran
tee to passenger vessels of a lower tonnage 
and speed than is now possible but contem
plates no additional cost to the Government. 
The Secretary of Commerce must determine 
whether the property or project with respect 
to which the mortgage or loan will be ex
ecuted will be, in his opinion, economically 
sound. The insuring of such mortgages in
volves no cash outlay by the Government 
except in case of default and the history of 
the insurance program discloses that the 
Government has on an overall basis lost no 
funds by reason of granting title XI mort
gage insurance. 

Although section 509 of the Merchant Ma
rine Act, 1936, describes and authorizes direct 
ship construction aid payments in addition 
to its relationship to title XI of the act, your 
committee is aware that the section 509 pro
cedures for direct construction aid, in con
trast to the title XI mortgage insurance pro-

gram, is not now in use by the Maritime Ad
ministration. However, it is your committee's 
intention to merely enhance title XI appll
ca tion to smaller passenger vessels opera ting 
on inland rivers and waterways. It 1s not con
templated that application for or use of 
section 509 direct ship construction payments 
wm be affected by this legislation. 

It is believed that this legislation would 
substantively benefit and encourage the 
construction of new passenger vessels for use 
on inland rivers and waterways. 

COST OF THE LEGISLATION 

Enactment of the bill is expected to involve 
no additional cost to the Government. 

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 

The PRESIDING OFFICER an
nounced that on today, November 7, 1967, 
the Acting President pro tempore (Mr. 
METCALF) signed the following enrolled 
bills, which had previously been signed 
by the Speaker of the House of Repre
sentatives: 

H.R. 5091. An act to amend Public Law 
87-752 (76 Stat. 749) to eliminate the re
quirement of a reservation of certain min
eral rights to the United States; and 

H.R. 11627. An act to amend the act of 
June 16, 1948, to authorize the State of Mary
land, by and through its State roads commis
sion or the successors of said commission, to 
construct, maintain, and operate certain ad
ditional bridges and tunnels in the State of 
Maryland. 

REPORTS OF COMMITrEES 

The following reports of committees 
were submitted: 

By Mr. CHURCH, from the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs, with amend
ments: 

S. 1267. A bill to establish the Sawtooth 
National Recreation Area in the State of 
Idaho, and for other purposes (Rept. No. 
730). 

By Mr. BARTLET!', from the Committee on 
Commerce, with an amendment: 

S.J. Res. 101. A joint resolution amending 
title XI of the Merchant Marine Act, 1936, 
to authorize the Secretary of Commerce to 
guarantee certain loans made to the Na
tional Maritime Historical SOCiety for the 
purpose of restoring and returning to the 
United States the la.st surviving American 
square-rigged merchant ship, the Kaiulani, 
and for other purposes (Rept. No. 731). 

By Mr. BYRD of West Virginia, from the 
Committee on Appropriations, with amend
ments: 

H.R. 8569. An act making appropriations 
for the government of the District of Co
lumbia and other activities chargeable in 
whole or in part against the revenues of said 
District for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1968, and for other purposes (Rept. No. 729). 

By Mr. STENNIS, from the Committee on 
Armed Services, with amendments: 

H.R. 2. An act to amend titles 10, 14, 32, 
and 37, United States Oode, to strengthen the 
reserve components of the Armed Forces, and 
clarify the status of National Guard techni
cians, and for other purposes (Rept. No. 732). 

PIPELINE SAFETY MEASURE--RE
PORT OF A COMMITI'EE--SUPPLE
MENTAL VIEWS (S. REPT. NO. 733) 
Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, on be-

half of the senior Senator from Wash
ington [Mr. MAGNUSON], from the Com
mittee on Commerce, I report favorably, 
with amendments, the bill (S. 1166) to 

authorize the Secretary of Transporta
tion to prescribe safety regulations for 
the transportation of natural gas by 
pipeline, and for other purposes. I ask 
unanimous consent that the report be 
printed, together with the supplemental 
views of Senators LAUSCHE, CANNON, 
HART, and BREWSTER. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The re
port will be received and the bill will be 
placed on the calender; and, without ob
jection, the report will be printed, as re
quested by the Senator from Indiana. 

EXTENSION OF CERTAIN NAVAL 
VESSEL LOANS NOW IN EXIST
ENCE-REPORT OF A COMMIT
TEE-MINORITY VIEWS <S. REPT. 
NO. 734) 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, from 
the Committee on Foreign Relations, I 
report favorably, with additional amend
ments, the bill (H.R. 6167) to authorize 
the extension of certain naval vessel 
loans now in existence, and a new loan, 
and for other purposes. I ask unanimous 
consent that the report be printed, to
gether with the minority views of the 
Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. CLARK]. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The re
port will be received and the bill will be 
placed on the calendar; and, without ob
jection, the report will be printed, as re
quested by the Senator from Arkansas. 

BILLS INTRODUCED 

Bills were introduced, read the first 
time, and, by unanimous consent, the 
second time, and referred as follows: 

By Mr. DIRKSEN: 
S. 2627. A bill to amend title 28 of the 

United States Code to establish the National 
Foundation of Law to promote improvement 
in the administration of justice in the 
United States; and 

S. 2628. A bill to amend the act entitled 
"An act to incorporate the National Educa
tion Association of the United States," ap
proved June 30, 1906 (34 Stat. 804); to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

(See the remarks of Mr. DIRKSEN when he 
introduced the first above mentioned bill, 
which appear under a separate heading.) 

By Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota: 
S. 2629. A bill for the relief of Andree 

Josette Borge; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. HANSEN: 
S. 2630. A bill to designate the Stratified 

Primitive Area as a part of the Washakie 
Wilderness, heretofore known as the South 
Absaroka Wilderness, Shoshone National 
Forest, in the State of Wyoming, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs. 

(See the remarks of Mr. HANSEN when he 
introduced the above bill, which appear 
under a separate heading.) 

By Mr. MONDALE: 
S. 2631. A bill to amend section 22l(h) 

of the National H011sing Act; to the Com
mittee on Banking and Currency. 

B y Mr. SPARKMAN: 
S. 2632. A bill to provide for the convey

ance of certain public land held under color 
of title to Mrs. Jessie L. Gaines of Mobile, 
Ala.; to the Committee on Interior and In
sular Affairs. 

By Mr. NELSON: 
S. 2633. A bill for the relief of Adoracion S. 

Nitro; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. PASTORE: 

S. 2634. A bill to amend section 867 (a) 
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of title 10, United States Code, in order to 
establish the Court of Military Appeals as the 
U.S. Court of Military Appeals under article 
I of the Constitution of the United States, 
and for other purposes; to the Oommittee 
on Armed Services. 

(See the remarks of Mr. PASTORE when he 
introduced the above bill, which appear 
under a separate heading.) 

RESOLUTION 
RELATIVE TO DEATH OF HON. JOHN 

NANCE GARNER 
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia (for Mr. 

MANSFIELD ·and Mr. DIRKSEN) subm:Ltted e, 
resolution (S. Res. 183) re181tive to the 
death of Hon. John Nance Gamer, which 
was considered and agreed to. 

<See the above resolution printed in 
full when submitted by Mr. MANSFIELD, 
which appears under a separate head
ing.) 

ESTABLISHMENT OF A NATIONAL 
FOUNDATION OF LAW TO PRO
MOTE IMPROVEMENT IN THE AD
MINISTRATION OF JUSTICE IN 
THE UNITED STATES 
Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, the 

strength of any free society rests ulti
mately upon its system O·f justice, on each 
citizen's certain knowledge that justice 
will be done. We in the United States 
have always recognized this simple truth 
and have been remarkably successful in 
making it a continuing reality, with the 
scales of justice always in tolerably 
steady balance. 

I believe ithe scales still are substan
tially in 'balance, Mr. President, ibuit the 
growing weight that they must bear is 
threatening to swamp them. We are now 
nearly 200 million people, living in the 
most complex social and technical so
ciety known to man. And our system of 
justice, however sound and healthy at 
its core, is steadily losing ground to this 
new mass and complexity, despite val
iant efforts on the part of our law schools 
and many dedicated men in the legal 
profession. I am not suggesting that our 
legal system is in need of a vast overhaul. 
But I do believe that it needs much more 
of our attention and resources if it is 
to continue to be the best of all possible 
foundations for a vigorous and growing 
nation of infinite complexity. 

It has been estimated that the law re
ceives less than 1 percent of the funds 
expended by private foundations for re
search and education. 

And only a fraction of this amount has 
been available for empirical research 
that would make our legal institutions 
and processes more capable of dealing 
with the vast new problems thrust upon 
them. The legal field has fared even more 
poorly at the hands of existing Federal 
foundations, sharing scarcely at all in 
the vast expenditures, directed primarily 
to research in the physical sciences and 
medicine. 

There presently is no nationally ori
ented foundation consistently concen
trating its funds and attention on prob
lems of the law and its relationship to 
the developing society it must serve. To 
help correct this serious imbalance in 
our national priorities for research and 

education, I am today introducing a bill 
that would create a National Law Foun
dation with the primary goal of improv
ing the administration of justice in the 
United States. The Nation faces no prob
lems more critical than those that could 
be attacked by this Foundation. It is de
signed to support research and education 
projects in all aspects of the law and 
legal processes by grants to local, State, 
regional, national, and private agencies 
and law schools. It would provide badly 
needed assistance for legal education, 
including prelaw studies, basic and 
graduate legal education, advanced 
study for professional specialization, and 
continuing education in new develop
ments; new and improved law libraries 
and other facilities and services includ
ing technical training for research and 
experimentation, development and revi
sion of the law, and for increasing the 
legal services available to the public. 

Mr. President, the law and its proc
esses are central to all aspects of our 
national life, and it is time that we make 
them a central concern in our allocation 
of resour\!es for research and education. 
Problems in this field are matters of 
growing concern to legal scholars and 
educators, to the judges and administra
tors of our courts, and to knowledgeable 
leaders of the legal profession. 

Both the American Bar Association 
and the Association of American Law 
Schools have endorsed the principle of 
a National Law Foundation as an essen
tial aid to our legal institutions as they 
struggle to remain responsive to the 
changing requirements of our modern 
world. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be received and appropriately re
f erred 

The bill <S. 2627.) to amend title 28 of 
the United States Code to establish the 
National Foundation of Law to promote 
improvement in the administration of 
justice in the. United States, introduced 
by Dr. DIRKSEN, was received, read twice 
by its title, and referred to the Commit
tee on the Judiciary. 

WASHAKIE WILDERNESS 
Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, I intro

duce, for appropriate reference, a bill to 
designate the Washakie Wilderness in the 
Shoshone National Forest as a national 
wilderness area. This proposed wilderness 
area includes nearly 680,000 acres which 
would be preserved against commercial
ization and set aside for hunting, hiking, 
and the enjoyment of nature for this and 
future generations. The area is about 30 
miles southeast of Yellowstone National 
Park and 220 miles northwest of Casper. 

The boundaries of this proposed wilder
ness area would represent a true blend
ing of the multiple-use concept of Wyo-
ming's great primitive forest areas. The 
designation of this wilderness area 
exemplifies the cooperative approach 
among the Forest Service, wilderness 
people, and resource people, including 
the lumber industry, the mining indus
try, and the oil and gas industries. 

Few lands in the West would compare 
in beauty with the Washakie Wilderness. 
The area has good accessibility and typi-

fies the rugged beauty and strength of 
wonderful Wyoming. 

The President has endorsed this legis
lation in his message to the Congress on 
October 6. I ask unanimous consent that 
his message be printed in the RECORD 
fallowing my remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be received and appropriately re
ferred; and, without objection, the mes
sage from the President will be printed 
in the RECORD, as requested by the Sen
ator from Wyoming. 

The bill (.3. 2630) to designate the 
Stratified Primitive Area as a part of 
the W1ashak.ie Wilderness, heretofore 
known as the South Absaroka Wilder
ness, Shoshone National Forest, in the 
State of Wyoming, and for other pur
poses, introduced by Mr. HANSEN, was re
ceived, read twice by its title, and re
ferred to the Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs. 

The President's message, ordered to 
be printed in the RECORD, reads as fol
lows: 

THE WHITE HOUSE, 
Washington, D.C., October 6, 1967. 

Hon. HUBERT H. HUMPHREY, 
President of the Senate, 
Washington, D .C. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: Just 60 miles from the 
Los Angeles metropolitan area lies a wilder
ness of rocky cliffs and deep canyon inhab
ited only by rare California condors, deer, and 
other wildlife. 

Just last February I asked the Congress to 
declare this area-the San Rafael Wilder
ness-a part of the National Wilderness ):>res
ervation System, both for the enjoyment of 
our own and future generations and as a 
symbol of man's respect for nature's work. 

The Wilderness Act of 1964 gives us the 
authority to preserve this region and others 
like it. When I signed that Act in September 
1964 I noted that it was a major conserva
tion measure which would preserve millions 
of "acres of this vast continent in their origi
nal and unchanging beauty and wonder." 

I now propose that three additional areas
in California, Oregon, and Wyoming-also be 
proclaimed wilderness areas. This action will 
not cost the American taxpayer a penny. But 
it will enrich the lives of every citizen. 

The Federal Government already has juris
diction over these lands. They have been the 
subjects of open hearings and intensive 
studies and have been recommended by the 
Secretary of Agriculture for inclusion in the 
wilderness system. 

These three areas are admirably suited to 
become additions to that system. 

The proposed San Gabriel Wilderness in 
California ls a part of the Angeles National 
Forest and comprises some 36,000 acres of 
primitive mountain terrain some 35 miles 
northeast of the City of Los Angeles. It 1s 
uninhabited and provides much needed op
portunities for hiking, fishing, hunting, 
camping, and other public use. 

The Mt. Jefferson Wilderness would com
prise 96,000 acres now included within the 
Willamette, Deschutes, and Mt. Hood Na
tional Forests, some 60 miles from Salem, 
Oregon. This wilderness contains the second 
tallest peak in Oregon, nearly 160 lakes, 160 
miles of trails, and good iflsb1ng and hunting. 

The proposed Washakie Wilderness, Sho
shone National Forest, Wyoming, includes 
nearly 680,000 acres. This area provides ex
cellent hunting, a rugged region for hiking, 
and an opportunity to discover petrified re
mains of ancient forests. 

I urge the Congress to preserve these price
less national assets by approving their in
clusion in the wilderness system. 

Sincerely, 
LYNDON B. JOHNSON. 
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U.S. COURT OF MILITARY APPEALS 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I send 
to the desk, for reference to the appro
priate committee, the bill with the fol
lowing explanation. Well over 17 years 
ago, after careful and thorough analysis 
of the state of discipline and justice in 
our Armed Forces, the Congress enacted 
the Uniform Code of Military Justice. 
That action was taken in response to the 
many complaints from all segments of 
our society about the injustices visited 
upon our servicemen in the name of mili
tary justice. Without retracing painful 
ground, I believe it is sufficient to observe 
that the hearings then conducted satis
fied the Congress of the essential valid
ity of those complaints. 

change in the basic structure or func
tions of the Court of Military Appeals. 
Rather, it expressly confirms the original 
intent of the Congress to establish a 
legislative court under article I of the 
Constitution as a necessary and proper 
means of carrying into execution our 
constitutionally imposed duty "To make 
rules for the Government and regula
tion of the land and naval forces." Im
plicit in this confirmation is the recogni
tion of the effectiveness of the court, and 
a declaration of our firm resolve to elimi
nate any obstacle to the continued suc
cess of its judicial endeavors. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be received and appropriately 
referred. 

The bill (S. 2634) to amend section 
867 (a) of title 10, United States Code, 
in order to establish the Court of Military 
Appeals as the U.S. Court of Military 
Appeals under article I of the Constitu
tion of the United States, and for other 
purposes, introduced by Mr. PASTORE, was 
received, read twice by its title, and re
ferred to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

For the first time in our history, the 
Uniform Code established a single court
martial system for all of the services 
and, at the apex of the tribunals there 
provided for, it placed the Court of Mili
tary Appeals. This court consists of three 
judges appointed from civilian life by 
the President, with the advice and con
sent of the Senate. It reviews the rec
ords of trial by courts-martial in the fol
lowing cases: First, all cases in which the 
penalty affects a general or :flag officer, POSTAL REVENUE AND FEDERAL 
or extends to death; second, all cases SALARY ACT OF 1967-AMEND-
which the Judge Advocate General or- MENTS 
ders forwarded for review; and, third, AMENDMENT No. 433 

all cases which, upon petition of the ac- Mr. BYRD of Virginia submitted 
cused and on good cause shown, the amendments intended to be proposed by 
court has granted a review. him, to the 'bill (H.R. 7977) to adjust 

Functioning as the supreme court of · certain postage rates, to adjust the rates 
the military services, the Court of Mili- of basic compensation for certain officers 
tary Appeals has consistently interpreted and employees in the Federal Govern
the Uniform Code in the spirit in which ment, and to regulate the mailing of 
the Congress enacted it. By insisting pandering advertisements and for other 
upon high pr?f essional performance by purposes, which were r~f erred to the 
all personnel mvolved at all levels of the Committee on Post Office and Civil Serv
court-martial system, and upon strict ice and ordered to be printed. 
compliance with the Uniform Code, it (See reference to the above amend
has eliminated many of the justified ment when submitted by Mr. BYRD of 
grounds for the complaints lodged Virginia which appears under a separate 
against the ~arlier procedures. To a great heading:) 
extent publlc confidence in the essential 
fairness of courts-martial has been re-
stored at all levels of otir society and, PROVISION FOR FLYING AMERICAN 
during their tenures of office, a Chair- FLAG OVER THE REMAINS OF THE 
man of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and an U.S.S. "UTAH"-AMENDMENT 
Army Chief of Staff, have declared that 
under the code, the Army has achieved 
the highest state of discipline and good 
order in its history. 

Despite the enviable record this judi
cial tribunal has established, I am 
shocked to learn that there yet remain 
pockets of resistance to the objectives of 
the Uniform Code, and misconceptions 
of the status of the military's supreme 
court. If these were mere academic mat
ters, they would not warrant more than 
passing notice. But the portents of ex
pressed beliefs that the Court of Military 
Appeals is merely an administrative 
agency are so fraught with the danger 
that such beliefs will inspire attempts 
to circumvent the court's mandates and 
thus increase the difficulties of its already 
burdensome responsibilities, that action 
is required. 

AMENDMENT NO. 434 

Mr. MOSS submitted an amendment, 
intended to be proposed by him, to the 
bill (S. 479) to provide for the :flying of 
the American :flag over the remains of 
the U.S.S. Utah in honor of the heroic 
men who were entombed in her hull on 
December 7, 1941, which was referred to 
the Committee on Armed Services and 
ordered to be printed. 

(See reference to the above amend
ment when submitted by Mr. Moss, 
which appears under a separate head
ing.) 

NOTICE OF MOTION TO SUSPEND 
THE RULE-AMENDMENT TO DIS
TRICT OF COLUMBIA APPROPRIA
TION BILL, 1968 

AMENDMENT NO. 435 

This legislation wm curb all attempts Mr. HAYDEN submitted the following 
to revert to a rejected view of the nature notice in writing: 
and objectives of military justice, and In accordance with rule XL, of the Stand
will lay at rest any lingering doubts about ing Rules of the senate, I hereby give notice 
the status of the court. in writing that it is my intention to move to 

The proposed legislation makes no suspend paragraph 4 of rule XVI for the pur-

pose of proposing to the bill (H.R. 8569) 
making appropriations for the government 
of the District of Columbia and other activi
ties chargeable in whole or in part against 
the revenues of said District for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1968, and for other pur
poses, the following amendment, namely: 
Page 17, after line 16, insert the following: 

"SEC. 18. The Joint Resolution of October 
5, 1967 (Public Law 90-102) is hereby 
amended by striking out 'October 23, 1967' 
and inserting in lieu thereof 'November 9, 
1967.'" 

Mr. HAYDEN also submitted an 
amendment, intended to be proposed by 
him, to House bill 8569, making appro
priations for the government of the Dis
trict of Columbia and other activities 
chargeable in whole or in part against 
the revenues of said District for the fis
cal year ending June 30, 1968, and for 
other purposes, which was ordered to 
lie on the table and to be printed. 

(For text of amendment ref erred to, 
see the foregoing notice.) 

DR. RICARDO VALLEJO SAMALA
AMENDMENT 

AMENDMENT NO. 436 

Mr. BAKER submitted an amend
ment, intended to be proposed by him, to 
the bill (H.R. 2275) for the relief of Dr. 
Ricardo Vallejo Samala, which was 
ordered to lie on the table and to be 
printed. 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS OF BILLS 
AND JOINT RESOLUTION 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, on 
behalf of the Senator from Florida [Mr. 
SMATHERS] I ask unanimous consent that, 
at its next printing, the name of the 
Senator from Tennessee [Mr. BAKER] be 
added as a cosponsor of the joint reso
lution (S.J. Res. 61) in honor of Amelia 
Earhart and Joan Merriam Smith. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. HART. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent that, at its next printing, 
the names of the junior Senator from 
Wisconsin [Mr. NELSON] and the junior 
Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. ScoTT] 
be added as cosponsors of the bill (S. 
2321) to supplement the antitrust laws 
of the United States in order to prevent 
anticompetitive practices, by providing 
for just compensation upon termination 
of certain franchise relationships. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres
ident, on behalf of the Senator from 
Washington [Mr. MAGNUSON] I ask 
unanimous consent that, at its next 
printing, the names of the senior Sen
ator from Indiana [Mr. HARTKE] and 
the senior Senator from Maryland [Mr. 
BREWSTER] be added as cosponsors of the 
bill (S. 1166) to authorize the Secretary 
of Transportation to prescribe safety 
regulations for the transportation of 
natural gas by pipeline, and for other 
purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres
ident, on behalf of the Senator from 
Minnesota [Mr. MONDALE] I ask unani
mous consent that, at its next printing, 
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the name of the distinguished Senator 
from North Dakota [Mr. YOUNG] be 
added as a cosponsor of the bill <S. 2527) 
to encourage the movement of butter into 
domestic commercial markets. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

POSTAL REVENUE AND FEDERAL 
SALARY ACT OF 1967 

AMENDMENT NO. 433 

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. Mr. President, 
I submit an amendment to H.R. 7977, 
Federal pay raise bill, and ask that it be 
printed and referred to the appropriate 
committee. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
GORE in the chair) . The amendment will 
be received, printed, and appropriately 
referred. 

The amendment <No. 433) was re
ferred to the Committee on Post Office 
and Civil Service. 

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. Mr. President, 
this amendment would delete section 216 
of the bill, which authorizes a Presiden
tial Commission to review the rates of 
pay for Members of Congress, the judici
ary, and high-ranking members of the 
executive branch, and to make recom
mendations for periodic salary increases. 

I object to this section for two reasons. 
First, it would permit the salaries and 

allowances of Members of the Congress 
to be increased without a vote of any 
kind. 

Second, this section would give to the 
President powers that constitutionally 
belong to the Congress. 

On February 21, of this year, the Sen
ate approved an amendment which I 
introduced to the Legislative Reorgani
zation Act providing that any future 
changes in the rate of compensation for 
the Members of Congress shall be the 
subject of a separate item of legislation 
and shall be acted on separately by a 
yea and nay vote. 

I offered this amendment because I 
believe the American people feel that 
the Congress should be absolutely above
board on any action it takes affecting 
itself. 

The last two changes in compensation 
for Members of Congresi--One in 1955 
and a more recent one in 1964--were 
acted upon as part of a larger piece of 
legislation. They were not voted on 
separately. 

I believe the American people want 
Members of the Congress to be ade
quately compensated. They know the 
arduous duties undertaken by the Mem
bers of Congress, and they know the 
expenses which are involved in car
rying out these duties. So I do not think 
the American people want to deprive 
their representatives of fair and adequate 
compensation. 

But, simultaneously, I believe they 
want to know the recorded vote of these 
men who, unlike most other Americans, 
have the power to make their own deci-

r sion and set their own salaries at any 
figure they desire. ' 

Mr. President, I feel, in justice to the 
American people, that when the com
pensation of their representatives is 
changed, it be done by a separate re-

corded vote, which would not be the case 
were section 216 to become law. 

Section 216 would nullify the amend
ment to the Reorganization Act, which 
the Senate approved last February by 
voice vote. 

I was pleased at the time of that vote 
that my distinguished colleague from 
Oklahoma [Mr. MONRONEY] who, by the 
way, was chairman of the committee re
porting the Reorganization Act as well 
as being the chairman of the committee 
considering this new pay raise bill
accepted my amendment and indeed 
went so far as to say: 

I think we would be setting a good 
precedent. I think it would be desirable to 
have the same rule in both Houses. 

My distinguished colleague from New 
Hampshire [Mr. COTTON] agreed, and I 
quote: 

It would be far better to provide adequate 
salaries, openly and above board, with no 
question about it. 

My distinguished colleague from Ohio 
[Mr. LAUSCHEJ, who cosponsored my 
amendment, spoke for a good many Sen
ators when he said: 

If Senators wm speak up, especially on a 
proposal signified by a recorded vote on how 
they stand, in my judgment, the dignity of 
the Senate will be elevated, the position of 
Senators will be strengthened, and it will be 
accepted by the public as being worthy of 
adoption. 

Section 216 of the new Federal pay 
raise bill would create a Commission ap
pointed by the President to recommend 
salary increases for Members of Con
gress. These recommendations can be ac
cepted or changed by the President, and 
would then become law without a vote of 
any kind-unless Congress specifically 
objected within a period of 30 days. 

The negative power of veto which 
would be retained by Congress is a far 
cry from having one's vote recorded on 
a separate item of legislation. Members 
of the Congress could give themselves 
a pay raise by simply saying nothing. 

Mr. President, a recent editorial in the 
Richmond Times Dispatch has drawn 
attention to this little-noted provision of 
the pay raise bill in an editorial entitled, 
"Those Sly Rascals." Thus, the Congress 
is leaving itself open to this kind of crit
icism. 

I also object to taking away powers 
granted to the Congress under the Con
stitution and giving them to the Presi
dent. 

Section 216 stipulates that the Presi
dent shall include in his budget "his rec
ommendations with respect to the exact 
rates of pay and the exact amounts and 
kinds of expenses and allowances, in
cluding any specific requirements, con
ditions, and other matters rel·ating there
to which he deems advisable." 

I do not believe we should turn over 
to a Presidential Commission the power 
to set salaries and allowances for Con
gressmen, for the members of the judi
ciary, and for high-ranking officers of the 
executive branch. In time, this could tend 
to give the President additional power 
over the Congress. 

I am concerned that the executive 

branch already has too much power. Un
der the Constitution, the Congress is a 
coequal branch of Government, with 
certain powers assigned to it exclusively. 
Foremost among those powers is control 
over the public moneys. The Congress has 
been giving away too much power to the 
Chief Executive. 

I have a deep feeling about Congress-
the Senate in particular. Although I have 
not been here very long, in an indirect 
way I have had a rather long association 
with this distinguished body. I have a 
deep affection for it. I am aware of the 
very high caliber of men who occupy 
seats iri this Chamber. 

That is why I feel that deletion of sec
tion 216 would be helpful to the· Congress 
as a whole. To fail to delete this section 
would further erode congressional power. 
Deletion of section 216, also, would give 
the people of this Nation more confidence 
in their public officials, because action 
regarding their compensation would be 
spread on the record. 

For these reasons, I feel section 216 of 
this bill should be deleted. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further morning business? 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. President, 
I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
obj~ction, it is so ordered. 

RECESS 
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. President, 

I move that the Senate stand in recess 
until 1: 30 p.m. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion of 
the Senator from Louisiana. 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 12 
o'clock and 37 minutes p.m.) , the Senate 
_took a recess until 1: 30 p.m., when called 
to order by the Presiding Officer (Mr. 
PELL in the chair) . 

SECRET SERVICE PROTECTION FOR 
WIDOW AND MINOR CHILDREN OF 
A FORMER PRESIDENT 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 

the Chair to lay before the Senate a mes
sage from the House of Representatives 
on H.R. 13165. · 

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid before 
the Senate H.R. 13165, to extend the 
period during which Secret Service pro
tection may be furnished to a widow and 
minor children of a former President, 
which was read twice by its title. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I ask unanimous 
consent that the Senate proceed to its 
immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill. 

The bill was ordered to a third reading, 
was read the third time, and passed. 
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JOHN NANCE GARNER 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, I 
rise to give to the Senate the sad intelli
gence of the passing away this morning, 
at about 8: 20 central standard time, of 
the former President of the Senate, John 
Nance Garner. This was just 15 days be
fore his 99th birthday. 

John Nance Garner was born in Red 
River County, Tex., on November 22, 
1868. That is only one county removed 
from the home of the late Speaker of the 
House, Sam Rayburn. 

John Nance Garner had only limited 
educational opportunities, but he studied 
in a law office, and was largely self
educated. He was admitted to the bar in 
1890. 

Because of a health impairment, he 
was told by doctors that he would prob
ably not have a very vigorous life and 
probably would not live too long. He 
moved to Uvalde, Tex., some 85 miles 
west of San Antonio, for his health. Hav
ing recovered his health, he began the 
practice of law there, also serving as a 
judge of Uvalde County from 1893 to 
1897. He was elected to the State house 
of representatives, where he served 4 
years, from 1899 to 1903. He was elected 
to the U.S. Congress in 1902, and was 
sworn in on March 4, 1903. He served in 
the House from that date until March 3, 
1933, a period of 30 years. 

He was minority floor leader in the 
71st Congress. He was elected Speaker 
of the House in the 72d Congress and 
served as Speaker from 1931 to 1933. He 
was elected Vice President of the United 
State in 1932, serving 8 years as Vice 
President with former President Frank
lin D. Roosevelt. 

John Nance Garner was an unusual 
person. He was a true product of the 
frontier, vigorous in mind and in thought, 
frank and bold in expression. He reached 
the highest governmental office ever 
reached by any Texan up to that time. 
He was the first Texan Speaker of the 
House of Representatives. He was the 
first Texan Vice President. His rugged 
frontier qualities were responsibile for his 
reaching that office; he had no Political 
machine or organization back there. 

He paved the way for others in his 
home State and caused other sections of 
the Nation to look at Texas in a new di
mension-as a producer of speakers, 
Vice Presidents, and Presidents, for John 
Nance Garner was a serious contender 
for the presidency in his own right. 

All Texans are in his debt. The Demo
cratic Party is in his debt and, beyond 
that, the American people are in his debt 
for his long, dedicated, and honorable 
service, in the true democratic spirit. 

He was my old and trusted friend, who 
counseled and aided me over many years. 
He pioneered the way for others of us 
who serve the Government now. I treas
ure the memory of my every visit with 
him. He symbolized frankness and the 
direct approach. There was never any 
doubt about where he stood. He was free 
of guile, as direct and true as the frontier 
which produced him, Texas honors her 
great. 

It is another great distinction that 
John Nance Garner was one of two men 

who had served both as Speaker of the 
House and as Vice President. The other 
was Schuyler Colfax of Indiana. 

Mr. Garner was married to Ettie 
Rheiner. They have one son now living, 
Tully Garner; one granddaughter, Gene
vive, who is married to Mr. Curry of 
Amarillo; and they have three great 
grandchildren. 

In 1948, when Harry Truman was con
ducting a spectacular rear platform 
campaign from a railroad train he paid 
John Nance Garner a visit at Uvalde, 
Tex., where he had breakfast with Mr. 
Garner. John Nance Garner was then 
some 80 years of age. Harry Truman 
stated the next day: 

I had a most happy breakfast a while ago, 
when I stopped to see John Garner. He gave 
us chicken, and whitewing dove, and ham, 
and bacon, and scrambled eggs, and hot 
biscuits, and orange juice, and rice; and if 
there is anything else you can think of, it was 
on that breakfast table. I never had such 
a breakfast since I quit the farm. 

Harry Truman's visit with John Nance 
Garner will be long remembered. Presi
dent Truman said he remembered John 
Nance Garner and Will Rogers well, be
cause whenever Will Rogers came to the 
Capitol, he had lunch with John Nance 
Garner. 

I shall miss our distinguished former 
Vice President, who passed away un
expectedly. His family were preparing 
for his 99th birthday, which was 15 days 
a way, and he appeared to be in good 
health for a man of his age. 

The United States and Texas have· 
lost one of the most astute men politically 
ever to serve this Nation. 

INTERGOVERNMENTAL PERSONNEL 
ACT OF 1967 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the unfinished 
business be laid before the Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be stated by title. 

The ASSISTANT LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A 
bill <S. 699) to strengthen intergovern
mental cooperation and the administra
tion of grant-in-aid programs, to extend 
State and local merit systems to addi
tional programs financed by Federal 
funds, to provide grants for improvement 
of State and local personnel administra
tion, to authorize Federal assistance in 
training State and local employees, to 
provide grants to State and local govern
ments for training of their employees, to 
authorize interstate compacts for person
nel and training activities~ to facilitate 
the interchange of Federal, State, and 
local personnel, and for other purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

There being no objection the Senate 
resumed the consideration of the bill. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call ·the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. DffiKSEN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the quorum call 
be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM 
Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, : would 

like to ask the distinguished majority 
leader about the calendar for the bal
ance of the week and, insofar as he 
knows, for the fallowing week as well. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, in 
response to the question raised by my 
distinguished colleague, the minority 
leader, it is anticipated that following 
the disPosition of the pending business, 
we will call up the conference report on 
redistricting for consideration tomor
row. That measure will cause some de
bate. Also, if there is no objection, we 
will take up the District of Columbia ap
propriati'on bill tomorrow. That bill was 
rePorted today. Furthermore, if it i'S re
ceived in time, •the Senate will consider 
the foreign assistance conference report. 

On Thursday, we will take up the bill 
having to do with pipeline safety and 
perhaps S. 633, involving the Foreign 
Service personnel system of the United 
States Information Agency, which is on 
the calendar. 

On Friday, it is anticipated that we 
will take up the military construction 
approprirution bill; and because Veterans 
Day will be celebrated on Friday, I would 
like to have the Senate meet at 10 o'clock 
Friday morning and dispose of that bill 
at the earliest Possible time. 

Next week, it is anticipated, barring 
unforeseen events, that we will take up
the social security bill. Also, next week, 
the elementary and secondary educa
tion bill will be considered on Thursday, 
the 16th. That will be a week from 
Thursday. 

I am anticipating also that the postal 
rate and civilian pay raise bill will be 
ready for floor action later next week. 

There will be other matters in be
tween, but as of now this is the best in
formation I can offer as to advice con
cerning the schedule. 

Mr. DffiKSEN. I thank the majority 
leader. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres
ident, I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
wiH call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, for 

the benefit of the minority leader, who 
is tempcrarily absent from the floor, I 
would like to add to the legislative pro
gram previously announced that later 
this week the Senate will consider Calen
dar Order No. 712, H. R. 10595, on which 
I understand there will be some debate. 
This legislation would prohibit certain 
banks and savings and loan associations 
from fostering . or participating in gam
bling activities. 

I would say that we would consider 
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:that measure on either tomorrow · or 
Thursday. However, on Friday I think 
the only measure for consideration Will 
be the military construction appropria
tions bill. 

PUBLIC WORKS AND ATOMIC EN
ERGY COMMISSION APPROPRIA
TION BILL, 1968-CONFERENCE ·RE
PORT 
Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I suib

mit a report of the committee of confer
ence on the disagreeing votes of the two 
Houses on the amendments of the Senate 
to the bill (H.R. 11641) making appro
priations for certain civil functions ad
ministered by the Department of De
fense, the Panama Oanal, certain agen
cies of the Department of the Interior, 
the Atomic Energy Commission, the At
lantic-Pacific Interoceanic Canal Study 
Commission, the Delaware River Basin 
Commission, Interstate Commission on 
the Potomac River Basin, the Tennessee 

i 

Item 

Valley Authority, and the Water Re
sources Council, for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1968, and for other purposes. I 
ask unanimous consent for the present 
consideration of the rePort. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The re
port will be read for the information of 
the Senate. 

The assistant legislative clerk read the 
report. 

(For conference report, see House pro
ceedings of October 25, 1967, p. 29916, 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.) 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideriation of 
the report? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the report. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I am 
sorry that tne conferees could not reach 
unanimous agreement. I had hoped that 
the Senate could have retained more 
of its increases; however, I realize that 
all legislation is the result of compro
mise. Under the circumstances, I believe 

TABLE 1.-Summary table (Oct. 12, 1967) 

the Senate conferees did the best they 
could, and I am pleased that the report 
was signed by all of the Senate con
ferees. 

The conference bill provides $4,690,-
813,000, assuming that the Senate in
sists on the conference agreement of 
$875,000 on the Dickey-Lincoln School 
Dam and Reservoirs project in Maine 
and recedes on its increase of $22,-
000,000 for construction grants for sew
age treatment works, which is $75,251,-
000 below the amount approved by the 
Senate; $67,891,000 above the House; 
$177,000,000 below the budget; and 
$380,642,000 above the appropriation for 
fiscal year 1967. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed at this point in the RECORD a 
summary table explaining the action of 
the conferees on the various items in 
the bill. 

There being no objection, the table 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

Appropriations, Budget estimate, House allowance Senate allowance Conference 
allowance 1967 1968 

~--~--~---~---·-~-------~--------~~--------·-----·~-1---·-------1---~·--~---~~~--

TITLE I-DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE-CIVIL 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 

Cemeterial expenses: Salaries and expenses_ --------------------------- I $17, 148, 000 $24, 637, 000 $21, 200, 000 $21, 200, 000 $21, 200, 000 
1============:1============1===========~1============1============ 

39, 745,000 33, 745, 000 36,246,000 34,445,000 
2 972, 992, 000 935, 074, 000 1, 010, 823, 000 968, 474, 000 

197, 634, 000 189, 000, 000 190, 000, 000 190, 000, 000 
---------,,~ 400~ 000- -------------------- -------- -9i~48o~ooo- --------------------

83,400,000 87, 135, 000 
19,914,000 18,950,000 18,950,000 18,950,000 

Corps of Engineers-civil: 
General investigations--------------------------------------------- 32, 450, 000 

Construction, generaL----------------------------------------- 967, 460, 000 
Operation and maintenance, general __ ------------------------- 179, 000, 000 
Flood control and coastal emergencies__________________________ 7, 000, 000 
Flood control, Mississippi River and tributaries________________ 87, 135, 000 
General expenses __ -------------------------------------------- a 18, 014, 000 

1----~--1-~-~-~~-1--~--~-1--~-~-~-1--~-~--
Total, rivers and harbors and flood controL ___ --------------- 1, 291, 059, 000 1, 307, 685, 000 1, 260, 169, 000 1, 347, 499, 000 1, 299, 004, 000 

1=============1=============1============1============1============ 
The Panama Canal: 

Canal Zone Government: 
36, 191, 000 36, 000, 000 36, 000, 000 36, 000,000 

5, 024, 000 4, 500, 000 4. 500, 000 4, 500,000 

(19, S67, 000) (19, 000, 000) (19,000,000) (19, 000, 000) 

Operating expenses_------------------ ____ -------------------- - 4 34, 746, 000 
Capital outlay ______ ________ ----------------------------------- 2, 000, 000 

Panama Canal Company: Limitation on general administrative expenses _________________ • ______________________ ------------___ 6 (lf, !78, 000) 
1-----~-1-~~----·1-~~~~--1-~.;.._---~-1-~-----

Total, the Panama CanaL------------------ --- -------------- --- 36, 746, 000 41, 215, 000 40, 500, 000 40, 500, 000 . 40, 500, 000 
1=============1=============1============1============1============ 

Total, title 1_ _____ ---- ----- --- -- ------ -------- -------- ---- -- -- -- _ 1, 344, 953, 000 1, 373, 537, 000 1, 321, 869, 000 1, 409, 199, 000 1, 360, 704, 000 
l=============l=============l============l============I============ 

TITLE II-DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

Bureau of reclamation: . 
General investigations ___ ------ __ --- --- ---- ------- _ ------ --- -------
Construction and rehabilitation-----------------------------------
Operation and maintenance----------------------------------------
Loan program_--------------------·--~-----------------------------
Upper Colorado River Basin fund---------------------------------
Emergency fund ___ -- ---- -- ----- ---------- _ -------------------- ----
General administrative expenses-----------------------------------

15,075,000 
8 192, 825, 000 

8 42, 350, 000 
12, 995,000 
50, 198,000 
1, 000, 000 

10 11, 567, 000 

16,523, 000 
7 181, 868, 000 

49,540,000 
15,000, 000 

0 41, 260, 000 

-- -------11;356~000-

16,000,000 21, 555,000 16, 523,000 
172, 700, 000 185, 005, 000 181, 868, 000 
48,300,000 48,300,000 48,300,000 
15,000,000 15,400,000 15,000,000 
41,000,000 41,000,000 41,000,000 

---------11;356;000- ------------------ -- ---- ------ - --- - - - ---
11,356,000 11,356,000 

315, 547_, 000 304, 356, 000 322, 616, 000 314, 047, 000 326, 010, 000 Total, Bureau of Reclamation_------- -------------- -------------
1=============1==============1============1==============1============= 

Bonneville Power Administration: 
120, 006, 000 110, 500, 000 110, 500, 000 110, 500, 000 

19,000,000 18, 500,000 18,500,000 18,500, 000 
Construction_------------------------------------------ ------- ---- 109, 000, 000 
Operation and maintenance---------------------------------------- 17, 010, 000 

1-~---~-1--~-~---1-~~-~--l·-------1-------
Total, Bonneville Power Administration_________________________ 126, 010, 000 139, 006, 000 129, 000, 000 129, 000, 000 129, 000, 000 

l=============l==============l============l==============I============= 
Southeastern Power Administration: Operation and maintenance______ 1, 000, 000 1,000, 000 850,000 850,000 850, 000 

l=============l==============l============l==============I============= 
Southwestern Power Administration: 

Construction ____ --- ______________ ----------------- -------------- __ 
Operation and maintenance---------------------------------------
Continuing fund (indefinite appropriation of receipts)_--------------

3,950,000 
2, 115,000 

(9, 700,000) 

Underground electric power transmission research_-------------------- --------------------

115,505,000 
2, 240,000 

(9,!00,000) 

7, 745,000 

2,000, ()()() 

5,035,000 5,015,000 5,015,000 
2, 240,000 2, 240,000 2, 240,000 

(9,f00,000) (9, too, 000) (9,£00,000) 

7, '275,000 7, 255,000 7, 255, 000 

-------------------- --------------- -- --- --- -- -- -- -- -- -- --- --1=============1=============1============1============1============ 
Federal Water Pollution Control Administration: 

Water supply and water pollution control"------------------------ 75, 439, 000 
Buildings and facilities_____________________________________________ ta 4, 624, 000 
Construction grants for waste treatment works"------------------- 153, 000, 000 

101, 114, 000 90, 800, 000 94, 935, 000 92, 800, 000 

2~: ~ ~ --------203;000~000- --------225;000;000- ---------200:000:000 
Total, Federal water pollution control_ ___ ------------------------i---233-, 063-.-ooo-i---3-06-,-034-, OOO-·i---29-3-,-800-, OOO--i---3-1-9,-9-35-, -OOO-l ·---29-5-,-800.,_, -, 000-

1=============1=============1============1============1============ 
Total, definite appropriations------------------------------------ 692, 148, 000 771, 332, 000 735, 281, 000 779, 656-, 000 746, 952, 000 
Total, indefinite appropriations---------------------------------- 3, 700, 000 3, 200, 000 3, 200, 000 3, 200, 000 3, 200, 000 

l'---~---1--~~~~~·1----~--1·~~~-~~-1-~~----

Total, title II, Department of the Interior ___ -- ------------------ 695, 848, 000 774, 532, 000 738, 481, 000 782, 856, 000 75, 0152, 000 
1============'1============1============:============1============ 

See footnotes at end of table. 
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TABLE 1.-Summary table (Oct . 12, 1967)-Continued 

Item Appropriations, Budget estimate, House allowance Senate allowance Conference 
1967 1968 allowance 

--------
TITLE III-ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION 

$1, 923, 000, 000 14 $2, 169, 900, 000 $2, 125, 000, 000 $2, 142, 402, 000 $2, 140, 000, 000 
276, 030, 000 16 476, 200, 000 367, 733, 000 369, 633, 000 369, 133, 000 ~ra~:~i ~!~t::eiti1i>m.0n.·c================ = === = === = ====== == ======== 1--------1--------1--------1--------l·-------Total, title III, Atomic Energy Commission ____ ___ _____ __ ______ _ 10 2, 199, 030, 000 18 2, 646, 100, 000 2, 492, 733, 000 2, 512, 035, 000 2, 509, 133, 000 

l=============l============l============l==============I============ 
TITLE IV-INDEPENDENT OFFICES 

Atlantic-Pacific lnteroceanic Canal Study Commission ______ _________ _ 17 4, 000, 000 7, 500, 000 6, 115, 000 6, 100, 000 6, 100, 000 
1===========1==========1===========1===========1============ 

Delaware River Basin Commission: 
45, 000 45, 000 45, 000 45, 000 45, 000 

115, 000 134, 000 134,000 
t 

134, 000 134, 000 
Salaries and expenses.- - ---------- - ------ - -- - - ____ __ ---------------
Contribution to the Delaware River Basin Commission ________ __ _ 

Total, Delaware River Basin Commission ______ ________ ________ _ 160, 000 179, 000 179, 000 179, 000 179, 000 
l=============l============l============l=============I============ 

Interstate Commission on the Potomac River Basin: Contribution to 
5,000 5,000 5,000 5,000 5,000 

63, 700, 000 62, 150, 000 60, 000, 000 62, 150, 000 61, 000, 000 

Interstate Commission on the Potomac River Basin ______ ____ ______ _ 
Tennessee Valley Authority: Payment to Tennessee Valley Authority 

fund ___________ ------ -- - - ________ ------ __ __ ------ _____ _____ ------ ____ . 

Water Resources Council: 
600, 000 1,340, 000 1,070, 000 1,070, 000 1, 070, 000 

1,875,000 2,470, 000 2,470, 000 2,470, 000 2,470, 000 ::i:~i~~~~~~~~8£0,;:======~=====::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
2,475,000 3,810, 000 3,540, 000 3, 540, 000 3,540,000 Total, Water Resources Council.--------------- -- - ---------- - ---

1=============1============1============1=============1========'==='=== 
73, 644,000 Total, title IV, Independent Offices------------------------------ 70,340,000 69,839,000 71, 974, 000 70,824, 000 

1=============1============1============1============1=========='=== 
Grand totals: 

Total, definite appropriatioilS-------------------------------
Total, indefinite appropriations------------------------------

4, 306, 471, 000 
3, 700,000 

4, 864, 613, 000 
3,200, 000 

4, 619, 722, 000 4, m, 864, ooo 4, 687, 613, 000 
3,200,000 3,200,000 3,200, 000 

1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------
Grand total, all titles •• ------------------------------ ------ 4, 310, 171, 000 4, 867, 813, 000 4, 622, 922, 000 4, 776, 064, 000 4, 690, 813, 000 

1 Includes $2,050,000 in 2d supplemental 1967, H.R. 9481, 90th Cong., 1st sess. 
2 Includes $20,419,000 in H. Doc. 114, 90th Cong., 1st sess. 

!erred in the estimate from "Construction grants for waste treatment works" to "Water 
supply and water pollution control." 

a Includes $464,000 in 2d supplemental 1967, H.R. 9481, 90th Cong., 1st sess. 
•Includes $1,342,000 in 2d supplemental 1967, H.R. 9481, 90th Cong., 1st sess. 
6 Includes $278,000 in 2d supplemental 1967, H.R. 9481, 90th Cong., 1st sess. 

1a In additio!1.z unexpended balances of $1,655,618 reappropriated in 1967 Department 
of Labor and Health, Education, and Welfare Appropriation Act. 

e Includes $450,000 in 2d supplemental 1967, H.R. 9481, 90th Cong., 1st sess. 
14 Includes $40,000,000 submitted in H. Doc. 62 and decrease of $14,900,000 submitted 

in H. Doc. 80. 
7 Includes $1,900,000 in H. Doc. 114, 90th Cong., 1st sess. 
s Includes $1,350,000 in 2d supplemental 1967, H.R. 9481, 90th Cong. , 1st sess. 
9 Includes $1,600,000 in H. Doc. 119, 90th Cong., 1st sess. 
10 Includes $267,000 in 2d supplemental 1967, H. R. 9481, 9oth Cong., 1st sess. 
11 Includes $400,000 in H. Doc. 114, 90th Cong. , 1st sess. 

16 Includes $59,800,000 and $68,200,000 submitted in H. Docs. 62 and 111, respectively. 
16 In addition, it is estimated that receipts and reimbursements will be made avail

able from non-Federal sources totaling $66,610,000 and $58,840,000 for fiscal years 1967 
and 1968, respectively. 

12 Reflects transfer of $20,000,000 in 1967 and $10,000,000 in 1968 for activities trans-
11 In addition, unobligated balances of $2,691,000 reappropriated in 1967 Public Works 

Appropriation Act. 

TITLE I. CORPS OF ENGINEERS, GENERAL 
INVESTIGATIONS 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, for 
general investigations of the Corps of 
Engineers, the bill provides $34,445,000, 
which is $1,801,000 below the amount ap-

proved by the Senate; $700,000 above the 
amount allowed by the House; $5,300,000 
below the budget; and $1,995,000 above 
the appropriation for 1967. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed at this point in the RECORD a 

tabulation showing the details of the 
amount allowed for this item. 

There being no objection, the tabula
tion was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

TABLE 4.-General investigations, operation and maintenance, and general expenses, fiscal year 1968 (Oct. 12, 1967) 

Item 

GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS 

1967 appro
priation 

l. ·1n=~~=~~i~i ~~~;~:::::: : =:==:::::::= : : :=:::==: : : ::: =:: :::: :::: :: : ~: m::: 
General reduction due to slippage ______ --- - - - ------ - --- - - - - -- ----- - --------- ------ - - - - -- - ---

Approved 
budget estimate House allow- Senate allow-
for fiscal year ance, construe- ance, construc-
1968, construe- tion and tion and 

tion and planning planning 
planning 

$3,863, 000 $3, 944,000 $4,280, 000 
8, 807, 000 8, 937,000 9,336, 000 

660, 000 680, 000 680, 000 
-500,000 ------- ----- - -- - ---- ------ ------

Conference 
allowance, 

construction 
and planning 

$4, 244, 000 
9, 257, 000 

680, 000 
------ ---- - -- - --

Subtotal, navigation, flood control, and beach erosion studies __ - - - - - - - - - - - -
1
===12=·=72=5=, =OOO=l==========l==========l========ll===== === 12, 830. 000 13, 561, 000 14,296, 000 14, 181, 000 

(d) Comprehensive basin studies: 

m 8~l~~l: ~~~Wi:racillcreg1oii: ::: : : : : : :: : : :: : : : : : :: : :: :: :: :: : :: : : : : : : : : :: m: ggg 
(3) Connecticut River Basin, Conn., M ass., Vt., and N.H ___ ______ _________ __ , 505, 000 

m &~:td L~~~r r~~~~~ -~i_c~= === == == ==:::::::: :: : : ==: = = === = = ==:::: = =:::: ::: =: --------~~~ ·-~~ -
(6) Kanawha River, W. Va., Va., and N.C ____ __ __ ____ _____ -- -------------- -- 473, 000 

m ~1~Jrr1:~e~1°!~~~-~-~-::_=_=_=_=_==:::::= =================== = = = ============ == :~r: 5 (10~ Pearl River Basin, Miss------------------------------------------------- -- 235, 000 
(11 Puget Sound area, Washington ________ ---- --------------- --------------- -- 361, 000 
(12 Red River below Denison Dam, La., Ark., Okla., and Tex__ _______ ______ _ 417, 000 

~m ~~~~~:~r:-a~~0r-:B&iill~-N:-Y~~-i>a:.-aii<IM<i_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-.-~==:~::::::::=::= = = --------590:000-
<15> Upper Colorado region _____________ -------- ----- - -- ----------- - --- ------- - 52, 000 
(16) Upper Mississippi River Basin _______________ ------------ -------- ----- -- 500, 000 
(17) Wabash River, Ind. and Ill-------------- ------- .------- - ------------- -- - - - 503, 000 
(18) White River Basin, Ark. and MO---------------------------------------- -- 371,000 
(19) Willamette River Basin, Oreg ________________ ---------------- - ---------- -- 549, 000 

(e) Special studies: m ~~~:~~~k~n:B:~~~!f~~~~;~-6-~~~~-:::::::::::::::::::::::: ::::::::::: 
(3) Coordination studies with other Bl!'encies (Public Law 566, Public Law 984) _ 
(4) Great Lakes-Hudson River Waterway, N . Y _ ----------------- -----------
(5) Jersey Meadows. N. Y. and N .J __ - ------- - -- ---------------- -------------
(6) Lake Erie-Ontario Waterway, N. Y . - ------- -------- ------ -------------- ---

1,830,000 
100,000 
316,000 
76,000 

188,000 
305, 000 

481, 000 
537, 000 
299, 000 
246, 000 
85, 000 

484, 000 
81, 000 

312,000 
594,000 
175,000 
282,000 
281,000 
108, 000 
589, 000 
54,000 

485, 000 
371,000 
380,000 
328, 000 

2,000, 000 
400,000 
460,000 
100,000 
100,000 
100,000 

481, 000 481, 000 481 , 000 
537, 000 537, 000 537, 000 
299, 000 299, 000 299, 000 
246, 000 246, 000 246, 000 
85, 000 85, 000 85, 000 

484, 000 484, 000 484, 000 
81 , 000 81 , 000 81,000 

312,000 312,000 312,000 
594,000 594, 000 594, 000 
175,000 175,000 175, 000 
282, 000 282, 000 282,000 
281,000 281, 000 281, 000 
108, 000 108,000 108, 000 
589,000 589,000 589, 000 

54, 000 54, 000 54,000 
485, 000 485, 000 485,000 
371, 000 371, 000 371, 000 
380,000 380, 000 380, 000 
328, 000 328, 000 328,000 

------ -- -------- -------- ----- - -- ---------- --- ---
400,000 400,000 400,000 
615,000 615,000 615,000 
100,000 100,000 100,000 
100, 000 100, 000 100,000 
400,000 400,000 400,000 
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TABLE 4.-General investigations, operation and maintenance, and general expenses, fiscal year 1968 (Oct. 12, 1967)-Continued 

Item 1967 appro
priation 

Approved 
budget estimate House allow- Senate allow-
for fiscal year ance, construe- ance, construc-
1968, construe- tion and tion and 

tion and planning planning 
planning 

Conference 
allowance, 

construction 
and planning 

GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS-continued 

1. Surveys-Continued 
(e) Special studies-Continued 

(7) Northeastern United States water study_--------------------------------- $325, 000 $500, 000 $500, 000 

(l~~ ¥!~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~================================================= ========~~~~6= ========~~~~6= ========~~~~6= 
$500,000 

30, 000 
50, 000 

500,000 
350,000 
200,000 

(11) Texas water and pollution study------------------------------------------ 550, 000 350, 000 350, 000 
(12) Water levels at Great Lakes----------------------------------------------- 203, 000 200, 000 200, 000 

23, 713,000 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, GENERAL 

312, 000 
571, 000 
441, 000 
104, 000 

5, 000, 000 

1. Navigation: 

~~ t~~eA~~ ~:dbc~~a1s=======================================::::::::::::::::: ~g: ~~: ggg ~~: ~: ggg ~~: r3~: ~ 
87, 751,000 
32,055,000 

97, 223,000 
35, 199, 000 

2. Flood control: 
(a) Reservoirs_------ --------------------------------------------------------------- 16, 522, 000 18, 983, 000 18, 983, 000 18, 983, 000 18, 983, 000 
(b) Channel imp!ovel!lents,_inspections, and miscellaneous maintenance____________ 1, 397, 000 1, 730, 500 1, 730, 500 1, 730, 500 1, 730, 500 

3. Multiple-purpose proJects rncludmg power_ - -------------------------------------------- 34, 160, 000 37, 291, 000 37, 291, 000 37, 291, 000 37, 291, 000 
4• ~~c:i~~~i~~ 1~rn~:~~~0e~b-aiances-_-:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::;:::= ------~~~~~~~- -- ----~~~~~~~~- -~: ~~: 888 -~: ~~~: 888 -~: ~~~: 888 

1~-----l------1~-----1------1~-----
Total, operation and maintenance, generaL------------------------------------------- 179, 000, 000 197, 634, 000 189, 000, 000 190, 000, 000 190, 000, 000 

1==========11==========1==========1==========1========:::=:= 
GENERAL EXPENSES 

1. Executive direction and m~nagement: 
(a) Office, Chief of Engmeers: (1) Executive direction and management_ ____ ________________ ___ ____________ _ 

(2) Special studies ___ -------------------------------------------------------
16,310, 200 7,245, 000 6, 713,200 6, 713, 200 6, 713,200 

159,000 72,000 72,000 72,000 72, 000 
19,343,500 10, 181, 000 9,833, 500 9,833, 500 9,833, 500 (b) Division offices_----------- ------------------------------------------------------

1------1------1~-----l------·I------
Subtotal, executive direction and management-------------------------------- -

2. River and Harbor Board----------------------------------------------------------------
3. U.S. Army Coastal Engineering Research Center---------------------------------------
4. Commercial statistics _________ ---_ --------------- ----------- -- ______ ---------------____ _ 

15, 712, 700 17,498, 000 16, 618, 700 16, 618, 700 16, 618, 700 
1 799,300 850, 000 850,000 850,000 850,000 
1209 000 216, 000 216,000 216, 000 216,000 

11, loo: ooo 1, 100, 000 1,072,300 1,072,300 1, 072, 300 
5. Special investigations-------- ---------------------------------------------------------- , ______ , ______ ,, ______ , _______ , _____ _ 1193, 000 250, 000 193, 000 193,000 193, 000 

Total, general expense. _ ----------------- ------------------: ------------------------- 118, 014, 000 19, 914, 000 18,950, 000 18, 950, 000 18, 950, 000 

1 Includes $464,000 in 2nd Supplemental Appropriation Act, approved May 29, 1967, ~ngin~eri~g Research Center; $26,000 for commercial statistics; and $3,000 for special 
as follows: $160,200 for executive direction and management; $2,000 for special studies; mvest1gat10ns. 
$246,500 for division offices; $22,300 for River and Harbor Board; $4,000 for U.S. Coastal 

CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, for 
construction, general, the conference 
agreement provided $968,474,000, of 
which $875,000 would have been for the 
Dickey-Lincoln project. On that basis, 
the conference agreement would have 
been $52,349,000 below the amount ap
proved by the Senate; $33,400,000 above 
the House; $4,518,000 below the budget 
estimate; and $1,014,000 above the 1967 
appropriation. Unfortunately, the mo-
tion of the House conferees was not 
agreed to and the funds for the Dickey
Lincoln project were eliminated. At an 
appropriate time I will move to amend 
the House amendment to the Senate 
amendment numbered 2 so as to provide 
$875,000 for the Dickey-Lincoln School 
project. 

The House sent us a very good bill this 
year. As I stated earlier when the bill 
was before the Senate, the House added 
16 unbudgeted construction items, which 
upon review by the Senate committee 
proved to be desirable projects, and the 
committee recommended their inclusion 
in the bill. The Senate concurred in that 
recommendation. 

The House added 11 new planning 
starts, 10 of which were . subsequently 
approved by the Senate. The Senate 
added 11 new planning starts, and the 
House approved seven of these planning 
items. 

The House added 16 new construction 
starts involving a future commitment of 
$86,298,000. These projects were accepted 
by the Senate. The Senate added 25 ad
ditional construction starts. The House 
accepted 13 of the new starts added by 

the Senate having a future commitment 
of $52,169,000. The budget provided for 
nine new starts having a future commit
ment of $139,756,000; the conferees 
agreed to five of these having a future 
commitment of $16,799,000. Thus, the 
conference bill provides for 34 new con
struction starts involving a future com
mitment of $155,266,000, which is about 
2 months' work at the current rate of 
appropriations. 

I ask unanimous consent to insert at 
this point in the RECORD a tabulation 
showing the details of the amount al
lowed for this item, assuming that the 
Senate subsequently approves my mo
tion with respect to the construction 
general item. 

There being no objection, the tabula
tion was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
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House allowance Senate allowance Conference allowance 
Construction, general, State and project 

Total 
estimated 
Federal 

cost 

Approved budget 
estimate for fiscal 

year 1968 

(N) 
(N) 
(N) 
(R) 

(N) 
(MP) 
(MP) 
(N) 

(MP) 

Construction Planning Construction Planning Construction Planning Construction Planning 

Alabama: 
Alabama River channel improvement___ $2, 300, 000 $1, 250, 000 

7,000,000 
3,033,000 

$1,250,000 
7,000, 000 
3,033,000 

$1, 250,000 
7,000,000 
3, 033, 000 

$1, 250,000 
7, 000, 000 
3,033,000 

Claiborne lock and dam_________________ 24, 000, 000 
Holt lock and dam-- - ----------------~-- 28, 100, 000 
John Hollis Bankhead lock and dam 

(spillway) ____ -------------------------
John Hollis Bankhead lock and dam _____ _ 
Jones Bluff lock and dam ______________ _ 
Millers Ferry lock and dam ____________ _ 

Perdido Pass ___ ---------------------- ---
Tombigbee River and tributaries, Ala-

bama and Mississippi. (See Missis
sippi.) 

Walter F. George lock and dam, Sea· 
board Airline RR., relocation, Ala-

4, 200, ooo 2, ooo, ooo ________ ____ 2, ooo, ooo ___ $4 __ 
50 
__ 

1

_

000 
________ 2_,_000 ___ ._ooo____ ____________ 2, ooo, ooo ___________ _ 

25, 800, 000 -------------- $200, 000 ------"------- $450, 000 -------------- $450, 000 
52, 600, 000 2, 900, 000 ------------ 2, 900, 000 ------------ 2, 900, 000 -- ---------- 2, 900, 000 ------------
58, 500, 000 12, 700, 000 ------------ 12, 700, 000 ------------ 12, 700, 000 ------------ 12, 700, 000 ------------

675, 000 -------- ------ ------------ 300, 000 ------------ 300, 000 ------------ 300, 000 ------------

bama and Georgia_------------------- 84, 939, 000 495, 000 ------------ 495,000 495,000 495, 000 ------------
West Point Dam, Ala. and Ga. (See 

Georgia.) 
Alaska: 

(N) · Old Harbor (sec.107) _____________________ ------------- -
(MP) Snettisham power project_______________ 44,400,000 

1(170, 000) - --- -- --- -- - - -- - - -- -- - - -- - - - - -- -- -- -- -
4, 700,000 ------------ 4, 700,000 ------------

1 (170,000) ------------
4, 700, 000 ------------

1 (170,000) - --- --------
4, 700, 000 ------------

Arizona: 
(FC) Alamo Reservoir______ ___ ___________ ____ 14,500,000 3,260,000 ------------ 3,260,000 ------------ 3,260,000 ------------ 3,260,000 ------------
(FC) Pinal Creek_ ___ ___ ____ _________ ______ ___ 2,700,000 1,798,000 ------------ 500,000 ------------ 500,000 ------------ 500,000 ------------
(FC) Santa Rosa Wash (Tat Momolikot Dam)_ 6,510,000 -------------- 100,000 -------------- 100,000 -------------- 100,000 -------------- 100,000 
(FC) Winslow _----- ----- ______ ------- ___ ----- 3, 470, 000 ·------------- 170, 000 . ----------- - - 170, 000 -------------- 170, 000 -- - ----- - -- -- _ 170, 000 

Arkansas: , 
(N) Arkansas River and tributaries, Arkan-

sas and Oklahoma: ) . , 
(a) Bank stabilization and channel 

rectification___________________ 133, 000, 000 5, 500, 000 ------------ 5,500,000 
100, 400, 000 

5,500,000 
100, 400, 000 

5, 500, 000 ------------
100, 400, 000 ---- --------(b) Navigation locks and dams __ --- 452, 000,000 100,400, 000 ------------

Ba11ou Bartholomew (1950 and 1966 acts), (FC) 
Ark. and La_____ ___ ____________ _______ 9, 730, 000 -------------- 200, 000 -------------- 200, 000 ------------ -- 200, 000 ------- ------- 200,000 

(MP) 
(MP) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(MP) 

Dardanalle lock and dam_______________ 79, 000, 000 3, 500, 000 ------------ 3, 500, 000 ------------ 3, 500, 000 ------------ 3, 500, 000 
De Gray Reservoir______________________ 55, 400, 000 9, 400, 000 ------------ 9, 400, 000 ------------ 9, 400, ooo ------------ 9, 400, 000 
DeQueen Reservoir_________________ ____ 11, 500, 000 1, 000, 000 ------------ 1, 000, 000 ------------ 1, 000, 000 ------------ 1, 000, 000 I ------------
Dierks Reservoir_______________ ___ __ ___ _ 10, 600, 000 700, 000 ------------ 700, 000 ------------ 700, 000 ------------ 700, 000 
Garland CitY---------------------------- 1, 240, 000 110, 000 ------------ 110, 000 ------------ 110, 000 ------------ 110, 000 
Gillham Reservoir_- -------------------- 14, 800, 000 1, 400, 000 ------------ 1, 400, 000 ------------ 1, 400, 000 ------------ 1, 400, 000 
Maniece Bayou, upstream extension __ -- 1, 052, 000 470, 000 ------------ 470, 000 --- ------ - -- 470, 000 ------------ 470, 000 
Narrows Dam, addition of 3d power 

unit__ - - - --- -- ---- ---- -------- --- ---- -- 1,660,000 715,000 715,000 715,000 715,000 
(N) Ouachita and Black Rivers, Ark. and 

La __ ---------------------------------- 90, 600, 000 8, 700, 000 ------------ 8, 700, 000 ---- ------- - 10, 000, 000 ------------ 8, 700, 000 
(MP) 
(FC) 
(FC) 

Ozark lock and dam____________________ 64, 100, 000 12, 000, 000 ------------ 12, 000,000 ------------ 12, 000, 000 ------------ 12, 000, 000 ------------

~~1:ie ~~~r71:!~e~~:& t:~ ~[!~iliZ8tion- 10' 000• 000 -------------- 200• 000 -------------- 200• 000 -------------- 200• ooo -------~------ 200,000 

below Denison Dam, Ark., La., and 
Tex_------- ------------------------ --- 15, 500, 000 

Village Creek White River and Ma11berrv 
Levee District _______________ --------- __ 

(FC) 

California: 
(FC) Alameda Creek, Del Valle Dam ________ _ 
{FC) Buchanan Reservoir (land aC'}uisition) ___ _ 
(FC) Corte Madera Creek_-------------------(N) Dana Point Harbor ____________________ _ 
{BE) Doheny Beach _________________________ _ 
(FC) Dry Creek (Warm Springs) Reservoir __ 
(FC) Eel River (reimbursement) _____________ _ 
(FC) Eel River (Delta area) 1965 act_ _________ _ 
(FC) Hidden Reservoir (land aC'}uisition) ______ _ 
(FC) Klamath River---------------------------
(FC) Lakeport Reservoir, Scotts Creek _________ _ 
(FC) Los Angeles County drainage area _____ _ 
(FC) Lower San Joaquin River and tributaries_ 
(FC) Lytl and Warm Creeks (1965 act) _______ _ 

(MP) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(GP) 
(N) 
(FC) 
(FC) 

Martis Creek Reservoir, Calif. and Nev. 
(See Nevada.) 

Marysville Reservoir - - __________________ _ 
Mojave River Reservoir (West Fork) __ _ 
Mormon Slough _________ ____ ______ _____ _ 
Napa River (1965 act) ________ __ __ _______ _ 
New Bullards Bar Reservoir __ _________ _ 
l'.lew Melones Reservoir ________________ _ 
0 a kl and Harbor ____ _____ ______ ________ _ 
Oroville Reservoir _______________ _______ _ 
Pine Flat Reservoir (Kings River 

Channel) _______________ --- -- - -- - - --- - -Port San Luis __________________________ _ 
Redwood Creek---- ------------- ------ -
Russian River Basin (Coyote Valley 

1,045,000 

18,890,000 
16,000, 000 

7, 790,000 
4, 580, 000 

588,000 
55, 600,000 
3, 125,000 

15,500, 000 
17, 400, 000 
2,560, 000 

10,200, 000 
320, 000, 000 

12, 200,000 
11,200,000 

143, 000, 000 
15, 250,000 
2, 420, 000 

16,800, 000 
13, 100, 000 

133, 000, 000 
8, 270,000 

66, 425, 000 

40, 500, 000 
7, 430, 000 
4, 600, 000 

(N) 
{FC) 
{FC) 

DamL ____ _________ ---- --------------- 14, 752, 000 
{FC) 

(FC) 
(N) 

Sacramento River and major and minor 
tributaries ___ ______ -- - - -- - _ -- -- -- - - - - -

Sacramento River bank protection _____ _ 
Sacramento River deep water ship chan-

neL- - - - - --- -- -- -- - - -- -- - - - - - - - - - - -- -- -
(N) San Francisco Bau to Stockton ___ - - -- - -- -
{BE) Sunset Cliffs, San Diego __________ ______ _ 
{FC) Tahquitz Creek _____ -- -- ---- -- -- ------ ---
<(FC) Walnut Creek _________________________ _ 

Canada: 

11, 900, 000 
21,200, 000 

41, 340,000 
50, 200,000 

850, 000 
4, 250, 000 

20,600, 000 

(FC) Duncan Lake Reservoir, British Columbia 
(reimbursement) _-- -- -- ---------- --- --- 11, 100, 000 

600, 000 ------------ 600, 000 ------------ 1,000,000 

620,000 

600,000 

620,000 

I ------------

4, 300, 000 ------------ 4, 300, 000 ------------ 4, 300, 000 ------------ 4, 300, 000 ------------
-------------- ------------ 750, 000 ------------ 750, 000 -----------~I ' 750, 000 ------------

300, 000 ------------ 300, 000 ------------ 300, 000 ------------ 300, 000 ------------
1, 700, 000 ------------ 1, 700, 000 ------------ 1, 700, 000 ------------ 1, 700, 000 ------------

446, 000 ------------ 446, 000 ------------ 446, 000 ------------ 446, 000 ------------
2, 315, 000 - -- --------- 2, 315, 000 ------ ------ 2, 315, 000 ------------ 2, 315, 000 ------------
1, 325, 000 ---------- -- -------------- ------------ 1, 325, 000 ------------ 950, 000 ------------

- ------------- 250, 000 -------------- 250, 000 -------------- 250, 000 -------------- 250, 000 
500, 000 ------------ 400, 000 ------------ 500, 000 ------------ 400, 000 ------------

-------------- 220, 000 530, 000 220, 000 530, 000 220, 000 530, 000 220, 000 

---iifiioo;ooo- - ---~~~~ ---12;000;000- ----~~·-~ - ---12;900;000- ----~~·-~- ---i2;9oo;ooo- -----~~·:~ 
684,000 ------------ 684,000 ------------ 684,000 ------------ 684,000 ------------

- ------------- 350, 000 --- -- - ----- --- 350, 000 - -------- -- --- 350, 000 - ------ ---- - -- 350, 000 

- -- -- -- -- - - - - - - -- -- - - -- -- - . - - -- - -- - -- -- - --- -------- - - -- -- -- -- - - --- 100, 000 - -- - - -- -- -- -- - 100, 000 
2, 170, 000 - - - - - - - -- -- - 2, 170, 000 - - - -- - - -- --- 2, 170, 000 - -- -- - - -- --- 2, 170, 000 - - - - - -- ---- -

650, 000 __ ___ -- -- _ _ _ 650, 000 _______ -- __ _ 650, 000 - - - _ L __ - - -- _ 650, {)()O ----- ------ _ 

- -- -- - --- -- -- - 300, 000 - -- -- - ~ -- -- -- - 300,000 --- - - - --- -- - - - 300, 000 ------- -- ----- 300, 000 
5, 040, 000 - - - -- - - -- - - - 5, 040, 000 - -- -- -- -- -- - 5, 040, 000 --- -- - ------ 5, 040, 000 ----- - ---- - -
2, 750,000 ------------ 2, 750,000 ------------ 2, 750,000 ------------ 2, 750,000 ------------

500,000 ------------ 500.000 --~--------- 500,000 ------- ----- 500,000 ------------ I 
13, 700, 000 - - - -- -- - - --- 9, 275, 000 --- -- -- --- -- 9, 275, 000 - -- --------- 9, 275, 000 ----- -------

--------- ----- ----- -- -- -- - 500, 000 - -- -- - - -- --- 500, 000 - ------- ---- 500, 000 ----------- -
-------------- 115, 000 --------- --- -- 115, 000 -------------- 115, 000 -- ------------ 115, 000 

2, 000, 000 - -------- --- 2, 000, 000 - -- -- -- -- --- 2, 000, 000 - -- ----- --- - 2, 000, 000 

100, 000 

420, 000 
1, 200, 000 

100, 000 

420, 000 
1. 200, 000 

100, 000 

420, 000 
1, 700,000 

. ------- -----_________ ._J 
100, 000 

420. 000 
l, 200, 000 

100, 000 - -- -- -- ---- - 100, 000 - ------ -- - -- 100, 000 - ---------- - 100, 000 --- -- - ------
- ---- - --- ---- - 50, 000 ----- --------- 50, 000 - -- --- - -- ----- 100, 000 --------- ----- 100, 000 

75, 000 -------------- ------J--- -- ---------- ---- -------- ----
-- - -- - - -- ----- 200, 000 ----------- --- 200, 000 - -- -- ------ --- 200, 000 --- -- -- --- --- - 200, 000 

2, 900, 000 ----- ---- --- 2, 900, 000 --- --------- 2, 900, 000 - ----------- 2, 900, 000 --- ---------

.. 
11, 100,000 11, 100,000 11, 100,000 11, 100,000 

Colorado: 
{FC) Chatfie~d Reservoir•- --.,--------------- 82, 700, 000 10, 725, 000 ------------ 10, 725, 000 ------------ 12, 000, 000 ----------- - 11, 350, 000 -------- ----
(FC) Las Anzmas---- -- --- --------------------1 1, 770, 000 -- ------------ 145, 000 -------------- 145, 000 ______________ 145, 000 ------ -------- 145, 000 
<FC) Trinidad Reservoir____ ______________ ____ ~l, 600, 000 1, 000, 000 ------ __ ____ 1, 000, 000 ------------ 1, 000, 000 ----- ------- 1, 000, 000 ------------

See footnotes at end of table. 
l ' 
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Construction, general, State and project 

Connecticut: (FC) Ansonia-Derby _________________________ _ 
(FC) Black Rock Reservoir ____________ ___ ___ _ 
(FC) Colebrook River Reservoir _____________ _ 
(FC) Danbury_-------------- --- --------------
(FC) Derby _____ --- ------- ------ ----- - ---- -- --(FC) Hop Brook Reservoir ___________________ _ 
(FC) New London Barrier ______ _____________ _ 
(FC) Stamford ________ --------- -- ---- - - - - -- - --' 
(FC) Stratford __________ ---- - - -- --- ----- -- ---- -
(FC) Trumbull Pond Reservoir _______________ _ 

(N) 

Delaware: 
Delaware River, Philadelphia to sea, 

anchorages, Delaware, New Jersey, 
and Pennsylvania. (See New Jersey.) 

Inland waterway, Delaware River to 
Chesapeake Bay (Chesapeake and 
Delaware Canal), pt. II, Delaware 

Total 
estimated 
Federal 

cost 

$10, 550, 000 
6, 760,000 

14,400,000 
2,640, 000 
3,360,000 
5,340,000 
4,340, 000 
7, 170,000 
5, 110,000 
5,400,000 

Approved budget 
estimate for fiscal 

year 1968 
House allowance Senate allowance Conference allowance 

---·- --------·----·--·!-------..------ ---·---..-----
Construction Planning Construction Planning Construction Planning Construction Planning 

$1, 500, 000 ------------ $1, 500, 000 ------------ $1, 500, 000 ------------ $1, 500, 000 ------------
1, 550, 000 ------------ 1, 550, 000 __________ .;_ 1, 550, 000 ------------ 1, 550, 000 ------------

----=~~~~~~- ----$80;000- ----=~~~:~~- ----$80;000- ----=~~~~~- ---c$8o;ooo- ----=~~:~~- -----$80;000 
----------- --- 210, 000 --- - ---------- 210, 000 -------------- 210, 000 -------------- 210, 000 

825, 000 ------------ 825, 000 ----- ------- 825, 000 ------------ 825, 000 -------- - ---
300, 000 ------------ 300, 000 ___________ , 300, 000 ------------ 300, 000 ------------

1, 510, 000 ------------ 1, 510, 000 ------------ 1, 510, 000 ------------ 1, 510, 000 -------- ----
------- ------- 100, 000 -- - ----------- 100, 000 -------------- 100, 000 -------------- 100, 000 
------------ -- 100, 000 --- ----------- 100, 000 -------------- 100, 000 -------------- 100, 000 

' 

l . . 

and Maryland_----------------------- 97, 000, 000 10,000, 000 ------------ 10, 000, 000 ------------ 12, 000,000 ------------ 11, 000, 000 ------------
(N) 

(N) 
(FC) 
(N) 
(N) 
(FC) 
(N) 
(N) 

(N) 
(N) 
(BE) 

(N) 
(BE) 

Florida: 
Apalachicola River channel improve-

ment. ____ ---- -- - - - - - - - - -- -- -- -- -- - - -- -
Canaveral Harbor ____ -- - ___ -- -- -- ____ -- _ 
Central and southern Florida ___________ _ 
Cross Florida Barge Canal. ____________ _ 
East Pass Channel at Destin ___________ _ 
Four River Basins _________ ____________ _ 
Gulf County Canal (1966 act) ____________ _ 
Intracoastal Waterway, Caloosahatchee 

River to Anclote River ______ -- ---------
Jacksonville Harbor (1965 act) ___________ _ 
Key West Harbor -- -_ -_ -- -- -- - - -- - - -- -- -
Palm Beach Count¥J_Lake Worth Inlet 

to South Lake worth Inlet (reim-
bursement) _________ -- - - __ - - - - -- -- -- -- -

Palm Beach Harbor.------------------
Pinellas County, Treasure Island (1966 

act) ___ - - ____ - - - - - --- - -- - - -- -- -- -- ---- -
(N) Ponce de Leon Inlet_ ______ _____________ _ 
(BE) Virginia Key and Key Biscayne .• ------

Georgia: 
(MP) Carters Dam ___ ------------------------(MP) Lazer Creek Dam _______________________ _ 
(N) Savannah Harbor, 40 feet (1965 act).----
(N) Savannah Harbor (sediment basin)_------
(MP) Spewrell Bluff Dam ____________________ _ 
(MP) Trotters Shoals Reservoir, Ga. and S.C ---

4, 617, 000 
8, 700,000 

269, 000, 000 
145, 300, 000 

1, 260,000 
56,300,000 

477, 000 

8, 188,000 
8,800,000 

820, 000 

535, 000 
5,690,000 

270,000 
1,200,000 
1,010,000 

67,600,000 
44,500,000 
8,660,000 
7,040,000 

70,000,000 
88,800,000 

100,000 --- ---- ----- 100,000 ------------ 300,000 -·---------- 100,000 ------------
600,000 ----------- - 600,000 ---------·-- 600,000 ------------ 600,000 --------- ---

12,400,000 ------------ 12,400,000 ................................. 14, 000, 000 ... ........................ - 12,400,000 ---·--------
11,400,000 ------------ 11,400,000 ::::=::::::j 11,400,000 -... -........................ 11,400,000 ... ....................... ___ 

511, 000 ......... ... ............ ---- 511,000 511,000 ------------ 511,000 ................................... 
3,000, 000 --- -- .................... 3,000, 000 ... ............................ 4,000, 000 ... ................................. 4,000,000 ... ................................ 

........................................ ------------ 100,000 .................................... 100, 000 ... ............................... 100, 000 ... ................................ 

511(), 000 -----50;000· 550,000 .................................. 550,000 -- ---50;-000 · 550,000 ------50;000 
------336;000· ------336;000- 50,000 500,000 500,000 

.................................. ... ............................... 336,000 --- -- -- -- - ~ - 336,000 ------------

10,000 .................................. 10,000 ... ................................. 10,000 ... ............................... 10,000 --- -- -------
1,377,000 ------------ 1,377,000 ------------ 1,377,000 ------------ 1,377,000 ------------

-------------- -----50;000" 258,000 ------------ 258,000 ------------ 258,000 ------------
------223;000- 450,000 60,000 450,000 50,000 450,000 50,000 

------------ 223,000 ------------ 223,000 ------------ 223,000 ------------
8, 500, 000 ------------ 8, 500, 000 ------------ 9, 500, 000 ------------ 8, 500, 000 ------------

-------------- 200, 000 - ------------- 200, 000 -------------- 200, 000 -------------- 200, 000 

----~~~~~~~~- ============ ----~~~~~~~~~- ============ 1, ~: ggg ============ 1, ~: ~ =====·======= 
-------------- 245, 000 -------------- 245, 000 -------------- 245, 000 ----- --------- 245, 000 
-------·------- 300, 000 - - ------------ 300, 000 ------------- - 300, 000 -------------- 300, 000 

Walter F. George lock and dam, Ala
bama and Georgia. (See Alabama.) 

(MP) West Point Reservoir, Ala. and Ga_____ 64,200,000 8, 100, 000 ------------ 8, 100, 000 ------ ------ 8, 100, 000 ------------ 8, 100, 000 ------------
Hawaii: 

(N) 
(N) 
(N) 
(FC) 
(N) 
(N) 

Barbers Point Harbor_____ __ _____________ 8,471,000 -------------- 168,000 -------------- 168,000 -------------- 168,000 - --------- - --- 168,000 
Heeia-Kea Harbor_-------- -- ------------ 409, 000 -------------- ----------- - --- ---- ---- --- --- -- -- ----- --- -- -- -- -- --- 34, 000 -------------- ------------

~~fu~::1k~~~0(iec~-ioi>"---==== = = ====== = ----- -~~~:~- ----2(860;0005 ============ ----£(siio;ooo5 ====:::::::: 2 <~~: ~) ======:::=:: 2 <~~ ~> =::::::::::: 
Lahatna Harbor_-- --- ------------------- 429, 000 -------------- 34, 000 -------------- 34, 000 -------------- 34, 000 -------------- 34, 000 
Reeds Bay Harbor. --- -- ----·---- ---- ----- 248, 000 _ ------ -- -- --- ------------ --- -------- --- ------------ ------ - -- ---- - 35, 000 ------- -- -- --- ------------

Idaho: 
Asotin Dam, Idaho and Wash. (See Wash-

ington.) 
(FC) Cottonwood Creek Reservoir_-------------
(MP) Dworshak (Bruces Eddy) Reservoir_ ---
(FC) Heise-Roberts extension •• __ ------------
(FC) Portneuf River and Marsh Creek._-----
(FC) Ririe Reservoir_------------------------
(FC) Stuart Gulch Reservoir (1966 act).--------

Illinois: 
(FC) Campbell's Mand_-------------·--------(FC) England Pond levee ___________________ _ 
(BE) Evanston (reimbursement) ______________ _ 
(FC) Freeport __ ------------ ------------------
(FC) Henderson County Drainage District 

No. l_ ___ - -- ---- - - ------- - - - -------- ---
Horse Island and Crescent Bridge (Mis-

sissippi River), Illinois and Iowa _____ _ 
Hunt Drainage District and Lima Lake 

(N) 

Drainage District ______ ---------------

960,000 
243, 000, 000 

3,000,000 
6,800,000 

13, 100,000 
784,000 

1,300,000 
890, 000 
393, 000 

4, 270, 000 

1, 580,000 

2,470, 000 

3,420, 000 

I • 

-------------- 40, 000 -------------- 40, 000 -------------- 40, 000 -------------- 40, 000 
41, 400, 000 ------------ 41, 400, 000 ------------ 41, 400, 000 ------------ 41, 400, 000 ------------
2, 100, 000 ------------ 2, 100, 000 ------------ 2, 100, 000 ------------ 2, 100, 000 ------------
2, 670, 000 ------------ 2, 670, 000 ------------ 2, 670, 000 ------------ 2, 670, 000 ------------
1, 100, 000 ------------ l, 100, 000 ------------ 1, 100, 000 ------------ 1, 100, 000 ------------

-------------- ------------ -------------- ------------ ------------- - 60, 000 -------------- 60, 000 

------- - ---- -- 32, 000 -------------- 32, 000 -------------- 32, 000 --------------
692, 000 ------------ 692, 000 ___________ c 692, 000 ------------ 692, 000 
220, 000 ------------ 220, 000 ------------ 220, 000 ------------ 220, 000 
250, 000 ------------ 250, 000 ------------ 250, 000 -- ---------- 250, 000 

32, 000 

. 
250, 000 ------------ 250, 000 _____ ______ } 250, 000 ------------ 250, 000 ___ .,. ________ 

300, 000 ------------ 300, 000 ------------ 300, 000 ------------ 300, 000 ------------
80, 000 ------------ 80, 000 ------------ 80, 000 ------------ 80, 000 ------------

(N) 

(N) 

Illinois Waterway, Calumet-Sag modi-
ftcatioEz part I, Illinois and Indiana___ 85, 000, 000 

Illinois waterwa11, Calument-Sag modifi-
5,400,000 ------------ 5,400, 000 ------------ 5,400, 000 ------------ 5,400, 000 __ .,. _________ 

(N) 
(FC) 
(N) 
(FC) 

(FC) 

(FC) 

(N) 

(N) 

(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 

n~~~~:i/a'J~~~i/2~~if:a't:"fo{'f:f!~~~---=== 1~~: ~: ~ :::::::::::::: ----400;000- :::::::::::::: ----400;000- :::::::::::::: 4~: ~ :::::::::::::: -----400:000 
}{"~;~g~aRi~:(~:~Ptt~~1~~=:=:::::: ~: ~: ~ ~: ~: ~ ::::=:::==== ~: ~: ~ ==:::::::::: ~: ~: ~ :::::::::::= ~: ~: ~ :::=:::=:::: 
Levee district St (Vandalia), Kaskaskia 

River __________ ---------- -- ---- ------ -- 5,370,000 150, 000 --------------
Levee district !~ (Dively), Kaskaskia 

L~~~z~"Re8iiv-ofr:::::::::::::::::::::::: 32, ~: ~ :::::::::::::: ----150~000- =::::::::::::: 
150,000 

50,000 
150,000 

150,000 

50,000 
150,000 

150,000 

50,000 
150,000 

Lock and dam 5tt Illinois and Kentucky. 
(See Kentucky.) 

Mississippi River between Ohio and 
Missouri Rivers, Ill. and Mo.: 

(a) Chain of Rocks______________________ 49, 000, 000 
(b) Regulating works~-- ----------------- 70, 800, 000 

300, 000 ------------
1, 200, 000 ------------

300, 000 ------------
1, 200, 000 ------------

300, 000 ------------ 300, 000 ------------
1, 200, 000 ------------ 1, 200, 000 ------------

Mount City lock and dam, Illinois and 
Kentucky· ___ - ---- -- -- - --- --- -- -- -------

Mount CarmeL------ ------------ --- --- -
New Athens. ___ ------------------------
Oakley Reservoir (land acquisition) ______ _ 
Peoria __________________ ___ _____________ _ 

112, 000, 000 -------------- 210, 000 -------------- 210, 000 -------------- 210, 000 -------------- 210, 000 
2, 020, 000 1, 147, 000 ------------ 1, 147, 000 ------------ 1, 147, 000 ------------ 1, 147, 000 ------------
2, 400, 000 521, 000 ----------- - 521, 000 ------------ 521, 000 ------------ 521, 000 ------------

62, 400, 000 -------------- ------------ 450,000 ------------ 500,000 ------------ 450,000 ------------
15, 000, 000 -------------- 125, 000 -------------- 125, 000 ------------- - 125, 000 -------------- 125, 000 

Prairie DuPont levee and sanitary dis-
trict __ - - - - - - - - - - -- - - -- - - - - - - -- -- -- -- - -- 1,030,000 821,000 ------------ 821,000 ---- -- ------ 821,000 ----------~- 821, 000 ------------

See footnotes at end of table. 
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Construction, general, State and project 

Illinois-Continued 
(FC) Rend Lake Reservoir __________________ _ 
(FC) Richland Creek ________________________ _ 
(FC) Rochester and McCearys Bluff levee __ _ 

~:g? ~~~1%1an-L=========================== (FC) Saline River and tributaries ____________ _ 
(FC) Shelbyville Reservoir_------------------

Total 
estimated 
Federal 

cost 

$36, 300, 000 
6,040,000 
1,320,000 
7, 770,000 
4,000,000 
9, 180,000 

31,400, 000 
(N) Smithland (Dog Island) lock and dam, 

Illinois and KentuckV-------------------- 96, 900, 000 
(FC) Sny Island levee and drainage district___ 5, 400, 000 
(FC) South Quincy drainage and levee district_ 1, 150, 000 
(FC) Wood RifJer drainage and levee district____ 228,000 

Indiana: (FC) Big Pine Ruerooir _______________________ 17, 000, 000 
(FC) Brookville Reservoir ______________ ,______ 25, 300, 000 

Approved budget 
estimate for fiscal 

year 1968 
House allowance . Senate allowance Conference allowance 

Construction Planning Construction Planning Construction Planning Construction Planning 

$5, 900, 000 ------------ $5, 900, 000 ------------ $5, 900, 000 ------------ $5, 900, 000 ------------
100, 000 ------------ 100, 000 ------------ 100, 000 ------------ 100, 000 ------------

------~~~·-~~- ----iw:ooo- ------~~~:~- ----iw:ooo· ------~~:~- ----iW:ooo· ------~~~:~- -----i50;ooo 
-------------- 100, 000 -------------- 100, 000 -------------- 100, 000 -------------- 100, ()()() 

8, ~gg; ggg ============ 8, ~; ggg ============ 8, ~gg; ggg ::::::====== 8, ~; ggg ============ 
-------------- 250, 000 -------------- 250, 000 -------------- 250, 000 -------------- 250, 000 

1, 689, 000 ------------ 1, 689, 000 ------------ 1, 689, 000 ------------ 1, 689, 000 ------------
235, 000 ------------ 235, 000 ------------ 235, 000 ------------ 235, 000 ------------

-------------- ------------ -------------- 20, 000 -------------- 20, 000 -------------- 20, 000 

-------------- 200' 000 ----3,-480,-000- ----~·-~-- --··a·,-480·--,·ooo---- ____ 200 ___ ._000 ____ -------------- 200• 000 
3, 480, 000 ------------ 3, 480, 000 ------------

(N) Cannelton locks and dam, Indiana and Kentucky _________________________ ----
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 

Clift11 Creek Reservoir_-------------------Greenfield Bayou levee __________________ _ 
Huntington Reservoir __ ---------------
Illinois Waterway, Calumet-Sag modi-

~!: ~: ggg ---~~:~:~- ----100:000· ---~~:~:~- --·-100:000· ---~~:~:~- ---·100:000· ---~~:~:~- ---·-100~000 
1~: ~: ggg ---·3;550;000· ============ -·-·3;550;000· ============ 3, J8: ~ :::::::::::: ---·3;550;000· ============ 

fl.cation1 part I, and part II, Illinois 
and Inaiana. (See Illinois.) 

Island levee _______ -----------------------
La.favette Ruervoir -------------------- __ _ 
Levee unit 5, Wabash· River ____________ _ 

35: ~li8: ~ ============== ----186;000- ============== ----8i5;ooo· -------~:~- -·-·1ss:ooo· -------~:~- -----185;000 
4, 970, 000 710, 000 ------------ 710, 000 ------------ 710, 000 ------------ 710, 000 ------------
1, 120, 000 280, 000 ------------ 280, 000 ------------ 280, 000 ------------ 280, 000 ------------

(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(R) 
(N) 

Michigan City Harbor __ ---- --------- --
Newburgh locks and dam, Indiana and 

Kentucky_____________ __________ ______ 75, 400, 000 12,000,000 
500,000 

12, 000, 000 
442,000 

12,000,000 
600,000 

12,000,000 
442,000 (FC) 

(N) 
Pa.toka Ruervoir (land acqutattion) _______ 17, 000, 000 
Uniontown locks and dam, Indiana and 

Kentucky________________________ _____ 61, 500, 000 
Iowa: (FC) Ames Reservoir __________ _________ ______ _ 

(N) Bellevue small boa.t harbor---- --- - --~---- ~ 
(N) Clinton small boat harbor ________________ _ 
(FC) Des Moines ___________ _________________ _ 
(FC) Dubuque_---------------------------- --
(N) Fort Madison Harbor _______ ------------
(FC) Guttenberg _____ ---------------- -------

Horse Island and Crescent Bridge, Mis
sissippi River, Ill. and Iowa. (See 
Illinois.) 

12,800,000 
87,000 
42,000 

3, 500,000 
10,800,000 
1,080,000 
2,060,000 

12,600,000 12,500,000 12,500,000 12,500,000 

--- ----------- 150, 000 -------------- 150, 000 -------------- 150, 000 -------------- 160, 000 
-------------- ------------ -------------- ------~----- 87, 000 ------------ -------------- ------------

:::::::;:: :mm~~~~= :::::::~:: ::=::;;~~: _J~!- :::==;~~: ::::~:i:: ==:::=;;~~ 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 

Ida Grove (sec. ~5>---------------------- - - - ------ ---- -------------- ------------ -------------- ------------
Marshalltown____________________________ 2,860, 000 -------------- ------------ 200, 000 ____ !_ ______ _ 

2 (404, 000) ------------ 2 (404, 000) ------------
200, 000 ------------200, 000 ------------

Missouri River levee system, Iowa, 1 • 
Kansas, Missouri, and Nebraska______ 101, 700, 000 2, 900, 000 ------------ 2, 900, 000 ___________ :_ 2, 900,000 

(N) 

(FC) 

Missouri River, Sioux City to mouth, 
Iowa, Kansas, Missouri, and Nebraska_ 376, 600, 000 

Muscatine Island levee district and 
Muscatine-Louisa County Drainage 
District No. 13 ________________ ______ _ 

(FC) Rathbun Reservoir __ ------------------(FC) Red Rock Reservoir _______ ________ ____ _ 
(FC) Saylorville Reservoir ___ ______ -- _____ ___ _ 
(FC) Waterloo ____________________ ____________ .. 

(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 

Kansas: 
Arkansas-Red River chloride control, 

Texas, Oklahoma, and Kansas (see 
Texas). 

Atchison _____ _____ _______ -- ---- ________ _ 
Cow Creek, Hutchinson _________________ _ 
El Dorado Reservoir ______________ ______ _ 
Fort &ott Reservoir _____________________ _ 
Great BeruJ. _______________ ---------- ____ _ 
Grove Reservoir _________________________ _ 
Hags _______ -- --------- -- ----- ---------- -
Hillsdale Reservoir-----------------------Lawrence ____________________ ---- ______ _ 
Marlon Reservoir_.---------------------Mel vem Reservoir _____________________ _ 
Missouri River Levee System1 Iowa, 

Kansas, Missouri, and NebrasKa. (See 
Iowa.) 

Missouri River, Sioux City to mouth, 
Iowa, Kansas, Missouri, and Ne-
braska. (See Iowa.) 

3, 140, 000 
24, 000, 000 
82,200,000 
41,500,000 
16, 000,000 

4,370, 000 
1,800,000 

25,600,000 
19,300,000 
4,530,000 

15,500,000 
2, 960,000 

18, 700,000 
5,340,000 

13, 233,000 
25,800,000 

(FC) Osawatomie----------------------------- 1, 520, 000 (FC) Perry Reservoir ___________________ .:_____ 47, 200, 000 

(FC) Kenlifc~:a __ ------------------------------- 20' 200' 000 

Cannelton locks and dam, Indiana and 

(FC) 
(FC~ (FC 
(FC 
(FC) 
~FC) 

(~P) 
(N) 

(FC) 
(FC) 

Kentucky. (See Indiana.) 
Carr Fork Reservoir_-------------------Cave Run Reservoir ___________________ _ 
Flshtrap Reservoir ______ -------- -- -------
Frankfort, North Frankfort area.-------Green River Reservoir _________________ _ 
Kehoe Reservoir_------------------------Kentuckv Peninsula ____________________ _ 
Laurel River Reservoir _________________ _ 
Lock arul. Dam No. 6S, IUinoiB arul. 

Kentucky __ ----------------------------
Martin __ ---- ____________________ --------
Martina Fork Reservoir _________________ _ 
Mourul. Citv lock and dam, IUinofa and 

Kentucky. (See Illinois.) 
Newburgh locks and dam. Indiana and 

Kentucky. (See Indiana.) 

22,600,000 
28,900,000 
M,700,000 
2,060,000 

30,400,000 
15,600,000 

665,000 
24,500,000 

8,250,000 
3,590,000 
4, 780,000 

2,900,000 

4,000,000 4,000,000 5, 600,000 5,000,000 

400, 000 --------- -- - 400, 000 ------- ----- 400, 000 -- - ---- ----- 400, 000 
5,430,000 ------------ 5,430,000 ------------ 5,430,000 ------------ 5,430,000 ------------
8, 600, 000 --------- --- 8, 600, 000 - -- -- -- ----- 8, 600, 000 ------------ 8, 600, 000 --- ---------
5, 900, ooo ____________ 5, 900, ooo ------------ 5, 900, ooo ____ 

200 
___ ,_

000 
________ 5_,_900 ___ ._ooo _______________ _ 

-------------- 200, 000 -------------- 200, 000 -------------- 200, 000 

1, 000, 000 - -- -------- - 1, 000, 000 - -- -- -- ----- 1, 000, 000 ----- ------- 1, 000, 000 - -- -- ---- -- -
- -- -- -- -- -- --- -- ------- --- --------- -- -- - - -- -------- - 150, 000 --- -- ------ - 150, 000 ------- -----
- -- -- -- -- -- --- 200,000 ------ -------- 200,000 -------------- 200,000 ------ -------- 200,000 
- -- ---- -- -- --- 155, 000 - -- -- ---- ----- 155, 000 ------- ------ - 155, 000 - ---- ---- ----- 155, 000 
-------------- ------------ ----- ------ --- ·----------- -------------- 75,000 -------------- 75,000 
-------------- 275, 000 -------------- 275, 000 -------------- 275, 000 -------------- 276, 000 
-------------- 120, ooo -------------- lro, ooo -------------- 120, ooo -------------- 120, ooo 
------500;000· ============ ------500;000· -----~~:~- ------500;000· -----~~:~- ------500;000- ------~~:~ 

778, 000 ------------ 778, 000 ------------ 778, 000 ------------ 778, 000 ------------
2, 200, 000 ------------ 2, 200, 000 ------------ 2, 200, 000 ------------ 2, 200, 000 ------------

500,000 
6,000,000 

900,000 

500,000 
6,000,000 

900,000 

. 

l 

500,000 
6,000,000 

900,000 

I 

500,000 
6,000,000 

900,000 

5,800,000 ------------ 5,800,000 ------------ 5,800,000 ------------ 5,800,000 --,----------
4, 600, 000 ------------ 4, 600, 000 ------------ 4, 600, 000 -----------·- 4, 600, 000 ------------
8, 520, 000 ------------ 8, 520, 000 ------------ 8, 520, 000 ------------ 8, 520, 000 ------------

920, 000 ------------ 920, 000 ------------ 920, 000 ------------ 920, ()()() ------------
6,630, 000 ------------ 6,630,000 ------------ 6,630,000 ----------- 6 630 000 

-------------- 100, ooo -------------- 100, ooo ______ 
1
_
00
_.,_

000 
________ 1_00 __ ,_000 ____ - _____ :

1
.
00 
..• ~000 _____ -_-_-_-_-1_-oo_-_-._-ooo_-_-_-

100, ooo ------------ 100,000 ------------
1, 300, 000 ------------ 1, 300, ()()() ------------ 1, 300, 000 ------------ 1, 300, 000 ------------

65, 000 --------------
230, 000 --------------

300,000 
65,000 

230,000 

1,800,000 300,000 
65,000 

230,000 

1,800,000 300,000 
65,000 

230,000 

(FC~ (FC 
Paintsville Reservoir ___________________ - 17, 900, 000 - --- - -- - - ---- - 200, 000 - ------ -- -- - - - 200, 000 _ -- --- - ------- 200, 000 ___ __ __ __ __ ___ 200, 000; 
Panther Creek (sec. !()6)---- - --·--,·------- -------------- 2 (440,000) ------------ 2 (400,000) --------- --- 2 (440,000) - ----------- 2 (440,000) ··------- ---

(FC Red River Reservoir_____________________ 11, 100, 000 330, 000 I __ ---------- 330, 000 _ ·--------·- 330, 000 ---------·-- 330, 000 ------------

See footnotes at end of table. .· 
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Construction, general, State and project 
Total 

estimated 
Federal 

cost 

Approved budget 
estimate for fiscal 

year 1968 
House allowance Senate allowance Conference allowance 

1----------1----------
Construction Planning Construction Planning Construction Planning Construction Planning 

-------------------1------1------1----·1-----·1--:----1------1-----11-----1 ____ _ 
Kentucky- Continued 

Smithland lock and dam, Illinois and Ken-
tucky. (See Illinois.) 

(FC) 
{FC) 

Sturgis ____________ ----- --- -------------- $2, 000, 000 
Taylorsville Reservoir __________ ---------- 23, 100, 000 
Uniontown locks and dam, Indiana and 

Kentucky. (See Indiana.) 
(FC) Yatesville Reservoir ___ - ------ _________ . __ _ 

(FC) 
(FC) 
(N) 

~m 
(FC) 

~r> 
(N) 

lFC) 
FC) 
FC) 

Louisiana: 
Bayou Bartholomew, Ark. and La. (See 

Arkansas.) 
Bayou Bodcau and tributaries ___________ _ 
Caddo Dam_---------------------------
Calcasieu River and Pass_ --------------
Calcasieu River, saltwater barrier ______ _ 
Freshwater Bayou _____________________ _ 
Grand Isle and vicinity __ ----------- -- -- -Lake Pontchartrain ____________________ _ 
Mermentau River __ ---------------------
Mississippi River, Gulf Outlet _________ _ 
Monroe Floodwall (1966 and 1966 Acta) __ _ 
Morgan City and vicinity ________________ _ 
New Orleans to Venice hurricane pro-tection _____________ _______________ • __ _ 
Ouachita and Black Rivers, Ark. and 

La. (See Arkansas.) 

18, 500,000 

1,840,000 
2, 140,000 

19, 500,000 
4,110,000 
9,370,000 
7,010,000 

71,671,000 
3, 124,000 

98,200,000 
1,160,000 
3, 585,000 

9,050,000 

Overton-Red River Waterway_____________ 135, 000, 000 
Red River levees and bank stabilization 

below Denison Dam, Ark., La., and 
Tex. (See Arkansas.) 

Maine: 
(N) Bunker Harbor (sec. 107 project) __________ --------------
(MP) .Dickey-Lincoln School .Dam 

and Reservoirs___________ _____ _________ 212, 100, 000 
Maryland: 

(N) Baltimore Harbor and Channels_------- 22, 900, 000 
(FC) Bloomington Reservoir, Md. and W. Va. 

(land acquisition)----------- --- ----- ~ -- 73, 500, 000 
Inland waterway, Delaware River to 

Chesapeake Bay, Del. and Md. (C. & 
D. Canal), pt. II. (See Delaware.) 

Massachusetts: (R) Newburyport Harbor _____ ____ __________ _ 
(N) Plymouth Harbor_----------------------
(R) Plymouth Harbor (dike) _______________ _ 
(N) Provincetown Harbor.------------ ---- ---
(N) Weymouth Fore and Town Rivers _______ _ 
(FO) Whitmanville Reservoir - _ ----------------

Michigan: 
(R) Grand Marais Harbor_-----------------
(N) Great Lakes connecting channels _______ _ 
(FC) Kalamazoo River _______________________ _ 

~~y> t::~~gii.;:?.w~= == == ====== ========== ===== (N) Poe lock, St. Marys River _______________ _ 
(N) Point Lookout Harbor, Au Gres River ___ _ 
(FC) River Rouge--------------- --- -- --- -----
(FC) Saginaw River (flood control)------- -- --
(N) Saginaw River (navigation) ____________ _ 
(R) Saint Joseph Harbor ____________________ _ 
(R) South Haven Harbor ______________ _____ _ _ 

Minnesota: 
(FC) Big StfY1!~ Lake-Whetstone River (land 

acquisition).-------------------- -- -----
(FC) Mankato-North Mankato ________________ _ 
(N) Minnesota River·----- - -----------------
(FC) Roseau River----------------------------

{
FC) Rushford ______ --------------------------
FC) St. Paul and South St. Paul ____________ _ 
FC) Zumbro Rwer ___________________________ _ 

Mississippi: 
(N) Biloxi Harbor __ -------------------------(FC) Okatibbee Creek Reservoir _____________ _ 

575, 000 
1,860, 000 

550,000 
2, 580,000 

12,500, 000 
4,250, 000 

960,000 
127, 500, 000 

8,400,000 
14, 900, 000 

567,000 
34,200,000 
1, 550,000 

14, 000, 000 
20,000,000 
6,420,000 

685,000 
800,000 

4, 790,000 
5,200,000 
2,460,000 
2,880,000 
2,550,000 
8,580,000 
1,220,000 

753,000 
9,000,000 

(FC) Tombigbee River and tributaries, Ala-
bama and Mississippi_________________ 23, 700, 000 

Missouri: (FC) Chariton River _________________________ _ 8,400,000 
(FC) Chariton-Little Chariton Rivera (including 

Shoal Greek) ______ --------------------- 4, 450, 000 
(MP) Clarence Cannon (Joanna) Reservoir____ 70, 600, 000 
(FC) Des Moines and Mississippi Levee 

District __________ - - - - - -- -- -- -- ---- -- -- -
Gregory .Drainage District _______________ _ 
Kaysinger Bluft Reservoir ______________ _ 
Long Branch Reservoir _________________ _ _ 
Meramec Park Ruervoir (land acqu.i&i-

(FC) 
(MP) 
(FC) 
(FC) 

tion) ________________________ -- ------ -- - 42, 800, 000 
Mississippi River between Ohio and 

Missouri Rivers, Ill. and Mo. (See 
Illinois.) 

(FC) 

(FC) 

l
FO) 
FC) 
MF) 

. FC) 

Missouri River levee system, Iowa, 
Kansas, Missouri, and Nebraska. (See 
Iowa.) 

Missouri River, Sioux. City to mouth, 
Iowa, Kansas, Missouri, and Ne
braska. (See Iowa.) 

PaUonsburg Reservoir (Highway I35 
crossinu)-------------------------------

Platte River ____ -------------------------
St. Louis ________ ------------------------Smithville Reservoir ___________________ _ 
Stockton Reservoir _____________________ _ 
Union Reservoir __ -------- ---------------

See footnotes at end of table. 

6,943,000 
5,670,000 

78,600,000 
23,600,000 
66, 100,000 
28,400,000 

$700, 000 ---- -------- $700, 000 ------------ $700, 000 ------------
-------------- ------------ -------------- $100, 000 -------------- $100, 000 

$700, 000 ------------
-------------- $100, 000 

' $200, 000 -------------- 200,000 200,000 200,000 

500, 000 ------------ 500, 000 ------------ 500,000 500,000 

1, 700,000 1, 700,000 

1(85, 000) --------- ~-- 1(85, 000) ------------ 1(85, 000) ------------ 1(85, 000) ------------
I 

1, 676, 000 -------------- ------------ -------------- 1, 676, 000 -------------- 875, 000 

200, 000 ------------ 200, 000 

2, 000,000 

1, 200,000 

2, 000, 000 

200,000 

2, 000, 000 

259, 000 - - --------- - 259, 000 ------------ 259, 000 ------------ 259, 000 ------------
1, 040, 000 ------------ 1, 040, 000 ------------ 1, 040, 000 ------------ 1, 040, 000 ----------- -

146, 000 ------------ 146, 000 --- --------- 146, 000 ------------ 146, 000 ------------
-------------- ------------ 400, 000 ----------- - 400, 000 ------------ 400, 000 ------------
-------------- ------------ soo, ooo ------------ 800, ooo _____ 6_0_,_000 __________ 8_00 __ ,_oo __ o ________ 6_0_._000 __ _ 
-------------- 60, 000 -------------- 60, 000 ------------ - -

220,000 ---~-------- 220,000 ------------ 220,000 ---- -- ------ 220,000 

======~~=~= ----i~:r~1:r ======:=~= ----i~:::r ======~~=~= --- -i~:_ggg_ ======~~=~= =====i~:~ 
140,000 ------------ 140,000 ------------ 140,000 ------------ 140,000 --------~---

1,845,000 ------------ 1,845,000 ------------ 1,845,000 -- ----- ----- 1,845,000 ------------

---Tiioo;ooo- ============ 
1, 200, 000 ------------
1,800, 000 ------------

200, 000 ------------
300, 000 ------------

125,000 ------------ 125,000 ------------ 125,000 ------------
1, 900, 000 ------------ 1, 900, 000 - ---- ------- 1, 900, 000 --- ---------
1, 200, 000 ------------ 1, 200, 000 - ----------- 1, 200, 000 ------------
1, 800, 000 ------------ 1,800,000 ------------ 1,800,000 ------------

200,000 ------------ 200,000 -- - --------- 200,000 ------------
300, 000 ------------ 300, 000 ------------ 300, 000 ------------

-------------- ------------ 375, 000 ------------ 475, 000 ------------ 375, 000 ------------
--------------· ------------ 200, 000 ------------ 200, 000 ------------ 200, 000 ------------

1, 159, 000 ------------ 1, 159, 000 ------------ 1, 159, 000 ------------ 1, 159, 000 ------------
-------------- 130, 000 - - ----- ------- 130, 000 -------------- 130, 000 ----l._000 ____ 000____ 130, 000 

1, 000, 000 ----------- - 1, 000, 000 ------------ 1, 000, 000 ------------ ' 
1, 754, 000 ------------ 1, 754, 000 ---- - ------- 1, 754, 000 --- -------- - 1, 754: 000 ============ 

-------------- ------------ -------------- 90, 000 -------------- 90, 000 -------------- 90, 000 

-------------- ------------ 180, 000 --- --------- 180, 000 ------------ 180,000 ------------3,240, 000 ------------ 3,240, 000 ------------ 3,240,000 3, 240, ,000 ------------
525, 000 ------------ 525,000 ------------ 525,000 525, 000 ------------

1,400, 000 --- --------- 1,400,000 --·--------- 1,400,000 ........ ..i .. ______ 1,400,000 
____ ..,. _______ 

-------------- 100,000 -~------·----- 100,000 -------------- 100,000 --------------
3, 000, 000 ------------ 3, QOO, 000 ·----------- 3, 000, 000 --- --------- 3, 000, 000 

100,000 

, . 



November 7, 1967 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE 31523 
TABLE 2.-Construction, general, fiscal year 1968 (Oct. 12, 1967)-Continued 

Construction, general, State and project 

Montana: (FC) Great Falls ____ ________________________ _ _ 
(MP Libby Reservoir-- - - -------~------ --·- ---

Nebraska: (FC) Gering Vailey _______________ __ _______ ! __ 

(FC) Little Nemaha River-___ ______ _______ ___ _ _ 
(FC Little Papillion Creek ___ __ ___ __ ___ ____ _ _ 

Missouri River levee system, Iowa, 
Kansas Missouri and Nebraska 
(See Iowa.) 

Missouri River, Sioux City to mouth 
Iowa, Kansas. :Missouri and Nebras
ka. (See Iowa.) 

(FC) Norfolk ____ ----- - -- -- -- -------- ---- ---- -
(FC) Salt Creek and tributaries ______________ _ 

Nevada: 
(FC) Martis Creek Reservoir, Calif. and Nev __ 

New Jersey: 
(BE) Atlantic City (reimbursement) _________ _ 
(N) Delaware River, Philadelphia to sea 

(FC) 
(N) 

(FC) 
(N) 
(FC) 
(MP) 

(anchorages), Delaware, New Jersey, and Pennsylvania ____________________ _ 
Elizabeth River ____ ----------------------
Newark Bay, Hackensack and Passaic Rivers (1966 act) _______________________ _ 

New York and New lereey Channels, 
Kill Van Kull entrance, New York 
and New lereey. (See New York.) 

Raritan and Sandy Hook Bays _________ _ 
Shrewsbury River Inlet __________________ _ 
South· Orange, Rahway River ____________ _ 
Tocks Island Reservoir, Pa., N.J., and 

N. Y. (land acquisition) __ -------------
New Mexico: (FC) Albuquerque __________ ________ _________ _ 

(FC) Cochiti Reservoir ____ -- ------ ----- - ____ _ 
(FC) Galisteo Reservoir _ - - -- -- -- -------------
(FC) Las Cruces _________ -- -------- ---- ___ ._ ---
(FC) Los Esteros Reservoir ______ ___ __ ________ _ 

New York: 
(FC) East Rockaway Inlet to Rockaway Inlet 

and Jamaica Baf/---------------------
Fire Island InlettoJones Inlet(196tact) __ (BE) 

(FC) 
(N) 
(BE) 
(FC) 

(N) 
(N} 
(N) 
(N) 
(N) 

(FC) 
(FC) 
(N) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 

Fire Island Inlet to Montauk Point_ ___ _ 
Great Lakes to Hudson River Waterway_ 
Hamlin Beach State Park _______________ _ 
Ithaca, Cayuga Inlet_ __________________ _ 
Kinzua Dam and Allegheny Reservoir, 

Pa. and N. Y. (See Pennsylvania.) 
Lake Montauk Harbor------------------Little Neck Bay ________________________ _ 
Moriches Inlet, Long Island ____________ _ 
New York Harbor (anchorages) __________ _ 
New York-New lereey Channels, Kill 

Van Kull entrance, New York and 
New lersey _ --------------------------

Nichols __________ -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- - - -- -
North Ellenville ___ ---- -- -- -- -_ -- _ - -- ---
Oak Orchard Harbor_. ________ •. ________ _ 
Red Creek _________ __ ___________________ _ 
Rosendale ______________________________ _ 
Salamanca _________ __ ________ -------- __ _ 
South Ellenville __ __ _______ _____________ _ 
Staten Island, Fort Wadsworth to Arthur 

Kill-------------------- ---------------
Tocks Island Reservoir, Pa., N.J., and 

N.Y. (See New Jersey.) 
(FC) Wellsville _______ - -- -- __ - - - . -- -- -- -_ - - - - -

North Carolina: 
(N) Cape Fear River above Wilmington ______ _ 
(BE) Cape Lookout ______ ---- -- ---------------
(FC) Carolina Beach and vicinity ___________ _ 
(FC) Falls Reservoir ____ ------------ - ---------(FC) New Hope Reservoir ___________________ _ 
(N) Ocracoke Inlet_ ______________ ___________ _ 
(N) Wilmington Harbor, 38- and 40-foot 

depth (1962 act) _______________________ _ 
North Dakota: 

Garrison Dam (Lake Sakakawea) (em-
bankment repair) ____ ------------------

Missouri River, Garrillon Dam to Oahe 

(R) 

(FC) 
Reservoir ____ -------------------------

Oahe Reservoir, S. Dair. and N. Dair. 
(See South Dakota.) 

(FC) Pipestem Reservoir (land acquisition) ____ _ 
Ohio: 

(FC) Alum Creek Reservoir (land acquisition) __ 
(N) Ashtabula Harbor (1965 modification) __ _ 
CFC) Athens ___ --------------- - ---------------
(N) Belleville locks and dam, Ohio and 

west v irginia __ - - -- - --- --- --- - -- --- - - -
(FC) Big Darby Creek Reservoir ____________ _ 
(FC) Caesar Creek Reservoir ________________ _ 
CFC) Clarence J. Brown Dam and Reservoir 

(Buck Creek Reservoir) ______________ _ 
(N) Cleveland Harbor: Bridge replacement, 

widening Cuyahoga and Old Rivers 

~6) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 

(1958 act) _____________ ------- _________ _ 
Conneaut Harbor C1962 modification) ___ _ 
Deer Creek Reservoir __________________ _ 
East Fork Reservoir_-------------------
Eastlake, Chagrin River _________________ _ 
Fremont_ ______________________________ _ 

See footnotes at end of table. 

Total 
estimated 
Federal 

cost 

$4, 280, 000 
352, 000, 000 

5,880,000 
1,650,000 
2, 9Hl,OOO 

3, 940, 000 
11, 700,000 

4,910,000 

4, 010, 000 

29, 000, 000 
10,800, 000 

15, 500, 000 

6, 270, 000 
4,430, 000 
1, 790, 000 

198, 000, 000 

16, 000, 000 
50, 000, 000 
16, 000,000 
3, 800, 000 

12, 000,000 

35,000,000 
10, 700,000 
32, 160,000 
34,850,000 
1,280,000 
3, 160,000 

700,000 
2, 120,000 
3,850, 000 

45, 700,000 

2, 600,000 
1,320, 000 
2, 110,000 
1, 120,000 
1, 530, 000 
2, 750, 000 
1, 700,000 
1,330, 000 

7, 640, 000 

1, 740,000 

1,600, 000 
6,000, 000 
1, 637, 000 

20, 000, 000 
30,600,000 

288, 000 

6, 000, 000 

7,500, 000 

3,000,000 

3,300, 000 

29, 100, 000 
1, 970,000 
4, 860, 000 

62,600, 000 
32,800, 000 
23,300,000 

13, 100,000 

Approved budget 
estimate for fiscal 

year 1968 
House allowance Senate allowance Conference allowance 

Construction Planning Construction Planning Construction Planning Construction Planning 

$350,000 
44, 300,000 

$850,000 
44, 300, 000 

$850,000 
44,300,000 

$850,000 
44,300,000 

591, 000 - - - -- - - - - - - - 591, 000 - - - - - -- -- - - - 591, 000 --- -- ----- - - 591, 000 - - - - - - - -- -- -
--- --- - - - - - - -- $95,000 ---- - ------- - - $95,000 - ---- - -- - --- -- $95,000 -- - - ---------- $95,000 

786, 000 - - - -- - - - - - - - 786, 000 - - - - - ---- - - - 786, 000 - -- - - -- - - --- 786, 000 ---- · -- - - - - -

1, 200,000 
993, 000 

700,000 

305, 000 

I 

Ir 

1, 200,000 
993, 000 

700, 000 

305, 000 

. 

---,---------

:, 

1, 200, 000 --- - ------- , 
993,000 -------- - --- ' 

700,000 

305, 000 

1,200,000 
993,000 

700,000 

305, 000 

' 

200, 000 ------------ 200, 000 ------------ 200, 000 ------------ 200, 000 ------------
-------------- $280, 000 -------------- 280, 000 -------------- 280, 000 -------------- 280, 000 

1, 000, 000 ------------ 1, 000, 000 ------------

700, 000 ------------ 700, 000 ------------ 700, 000 ------------ 700, 000 ------------
-------------- 100, 000 ------ - ------- 100, 000 -------------- 100, 000 -------------- 100, 000 
-------------- 60, 000 -------------- 60, 000 -------------- 60, 000 -------------- 60, 000 

4, 000, 000 

4, 200, 000 
3, 700, 000 
2, 500,000 

400, 000 

4, 000, 000 

4, 200, 000 
3. 700, 000 
2, 500,000 

400, 000 
100, 000 

4, 000, 000 

4, 200, 000 
3, 700, 000 
2, 500, 000 

400,000 
100, 000 

4, 000, 000 

4, 200, 000 
3, 700, 000 
2, 500, 000 

400, 000 

l ------------

100, 000 

-------------- 200, (K)() -------------- 200, (X)() -------------- 200, ()()() ------------- - 200, (X)() 
-------------- 165, 000 -------------- 165, 000 300, 000 165, 000 -------------- 165, 000 
-------------- ------------ 2, 000, 000 ------------ 2, 000, 000 - ----------- 2, 000, 000 ------------

1, 950, 000 ------------ 1, 950, 000 ------------ 1, 950, 000 ------------ 1, 950, 000 ------------
-------------- ------------ -------------- 30, 000 -------------- 30, 000 ------------- - 30, 000 

950, 000 ------------ 950, 000 ------------ 950, 000 ------------ 950, 000 ------------

500, 000 ------------ 500, 000 ------------ 500, 000 ------------ 500, 000 
550, 000 ------------ 550, 000 ------------ 550, 000 ------------ 550, 000 ------------

-------------- 150, 000 -------------- 150, 000 -------------- 150, 000 ----------- --- 150,000 
-------------- ------------ 1, 000, 000 ------------ 1, 000, 000 ------------ 1, 000, 000 

1, 000, 000 ------------ I 1, 000, 000 ------------ 1, 000, 000 ------------ 1, 000, 000 ------------
305, 000 --------- - -- 305, 000 ------------ 305, 000 ------------ 305, 000 ------------
580, 000 ------------ 580,000 ------------ 580,000 ------------ 580,000 ------------

-------------- 75,000 --·----------· 75,000 -------------- 75,000 -···---------- 75,000 
----------- --- 50, 000 -------------- 50, 000 -------------· 50, 000 ··-----------· 50, 000 

500, 000 ------- ----· 500, 000 ------------ 500, 000 --- ------ --- 500, 000 --------- -- -
655,000 ------------ 655,000 ------------ 655,000 ···--------- 655,000 ------------

1,240,000 ------------ 1,000,000 ------------ 1,000,000 ------------ 1,000,000 ------------

200,000 -------------- 200,000 -------------- 200,000 -------------- 200,00 

472,000 ------------ 472, 000 ------------ 472, 000 ------------ 472, 000 ------------

-------------- ------------ -------------- ------------ 500, 000 ------------ 500, 000 ------------

------800;000- -----~~~~~~- ------soo:ooo- ============ ------soo:ooo- ----~~~~~- ------soo:ooo- ============ 
- ---------- - -- 215, 000 -------------- 215, 000 -------------- 215, 000 -------------- 215, 000 

3, 120, 000 ------------ 3, 120, 000 ------------ 4, 000, 000 ------------ 3, 560, 000 ------------
-------------- ------------ -------------- ------------ 279, 000 ------------ -------------- ------------

2, 795, 000 

900,000 

502, 000 

. 

1, 770, 000 ------------

8, 218,000 
1,400, 000 
1,200, 000 

4,500, 000 

2' 795, 000 

900,000 

502, 000 

1,400, 000 
1, 770, 000 

200, 000 

8, 218,000 

1, 200, 000 

4, 500, 000 

2, 795, 000 

900, 000 

502, 000 

300,000 

1,400, 000 
1, 770,000 

200, 000 

8, 218, 000 

1, 200, 000 

4, 500, 000 

2, 795,000 

900,000 

502,000 

250, 000 

1,400,000 
1, 770, 000 

200, 000 

8, 218,000 

1, 200, 000 

4,500,000 

12, 900, 000 1, 500, 000 ---------- - - 1, 500, 000 ------------ 1, 500, 000 ------------ 1, 500, 000 ------------
4, 500, 000 900, ()()() ------------ 900, 000 ------------ 900, ()()() ------------ 900, 000 ------------

21, 400, 000 7, 523, 000 ------------ 7, 523, 000 ------------ 7, 523, ()()() ---- - ------- 7, 523, ()()() ------------
26, 500, 000 1, 420, 000 ------------ 1, 420, 000 ---- - ------- 1, 420, 000 ------------ 1, 420, 000 ------------

25', 420030,, 000000 1--- ---65--0-,_ooo____ 125, 000 -------------- 125, 000 -------------- 125, 000 -------------- 125, 000 
------------ 650, 000 ------------ 650, 000 ------------ 650, 000 ------------
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TABLE 2.-Construction, general, fiscal year 1968 (Oct. 12, 1967)-Continued 

Construction, general, Sta te and project 
Total 

estimated 
Federal · 

cost 

Approved budget 
estimate for fiscal 

year 1968 
House allowance Senate allowance Conference allowance 

-----------~----------......-----
Construction Planning Construction Planning Construction Planning Construction Planning . 

-----1----------~l-----1------1-----1-----'--l------1------I-----

(N) 

(N) 

(N) 
(FO) 
(FC) 

(FO) 
(N) 

~m 

Ohio-Continued 
Hannibal locks and dam, Ohio and 

· L::ees1rYe~6lma"Rivei-canaz: -ohio-an<i-
Pens11lvannia ___ ___ ___ _______ __ _______ _ 

Lorain Harbor_- -- ---- -- - - ---- - ----- ---
Mill Creek Reserooir, Scioto River Basin __ 
North Branch Kox:osing River Res-

ervoir ______________ __ _______ -- ------ - -
Paint Creek Reservoir_---- ---- ----- ---
Rac!UE! l?cks and dam, Ohio and West 

V1rglD.la __ - _____________ - __ - - - - - - - - - - - -
Vermilion Harbor ____ __ _________________ _ 
Willow Island lock and dam, Ohio and 

West Virginia _____ ______ _______ ---- -- -
(FC) Youngstown, Crab Creek _______ ___ __ __ _ 

(FC) 
(MP) 

(FC~ (FC 
(FC 
(FC) 
(MP) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(,FC) 
(FC) 
(MP) 

Oklahoma: 
Arkanaas Red River chloride control, 

Texas. Oklahoma, and Kansas, (See 
Texas.) 

Arkansas River and tributaries, Ar
kansas and Oklahoma. (See Arkansas.) 

Birch Reservoir __ ----- --- -- ----- -- --- ----Broken Bow Reservoir __ ___ ______ ___ ___ _ 
Candy Reservoir __ --- ---- --- -- - - ____ ---- -
Crutcho Creek ___ -------- ----- -------- - -
Hugo Reservoir_ - - - - --- - ----------------
Kaw Reservoir ___ - - ----- -- -------- - - - --
Keystone Reservoir ____ --- -- ---- - ---- --- -
Lukfata Reservoir __ _ ___ --- ---------- - -
Oologah Reservoir __ -- --------- - --- ---- -
Optima Reservoir ____ ---- ------ --------Pine Creek Reservoir ___ __ __ ______ __ ___ _ 
Robert S. Kerr (Short Mountain) lock 

and dam_- ------------- - -- ------ -- - - --(FC) Shidler Reservoir ____ __ ____ ___ ________ ___ _ 
(FC) Waurika Reservoir ____ ______ _____ _____ _ 
(MP) Webbers Falls lock and dam_-- - -- ------

Oregon: 
(FC) Applegate Reservoir ____ _____ __ ___ __ _____ _ 
(FC) Blue River Reservoir_-- ---- -- --- --- -- - -
(MP) Bonneville lock and dam (£d power unit) 

(FC) 
(N) 
(N) 

(N) 

(FC) 
(FC) 
(MP) 
(MP) 

(MP) 
(N) 
(N) 
(MP) 

(N) 
(FC) 
(N) 

Oregon and Washington __ _______ ____ __ _ 
Cascadia Reservoir __ ____ ________ ________ _ 
Chetco River ___ ________ ________ _______ __ _ 
Columbia River and lower Willamette 

River, 35- and 40-foot projects, Oregon 
and Washington _____ ________________ _ 

Columbia River at the mouth, Oregon and Washington ___ ____ ____ ______ ________ _ _ 

Elk Creek R eservoir --- ----- --- - -- ------- 
Gate Creek R eservoir _-- ------------------
Green Peter Reservoir _______ __________ _ 
John Day lock and dam, Oregon and 

Washington __ - ----- - -------------- -- -
Lost Creek Reservoir _-- --------- ------
Port Orford _---------------------------
Siuslaw River and Bar- ~---- ----- - -- ----
The Dalles lock ap.d_ dam, Oregon and 

Washington (additional power unit s) __ 
Tillamook Bay (south jetty) _-- - - --- - ----
Willamette River Basin bank protection_ 
Yaquina B ay and Harbor ______ _____ ___ _ 

Pennsylvania: 
(FCl Aylesworth Creek Reservoir ____ ____ _ : __ 
(FC Beltzville Reservoir _____ ______ __ __ _____ _ 
(FC Blue Marsh Reservoir _____ _______ _______ _ 
(FC Chartiers Creek_-- -- ---------------- ____ _ 
(FC) Cowanesque Reservoir_-- -- -- ---- -- -- -- --

(FC) 

(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 

Delaware River, Philadelphia to sea, 
anchorages, Delaware, New Jersey, 
and Pennsylvania. (See New Jersey.) 

Dubois_ -- - --- ___ --- ---- ---- ___ - --------_ 

F~~~~~~f~-~-~~:~-~-~-~~~~-c-~~~~-
Kinzua Dam and Allegheny Reservoir, 

Pa. and N. Y __ -- ---- ------------------
- - Lake Erie-Ohio River Canal, Ohio and 

Pennsylvania. (See Ohio.) Raystown Reservoir ___________________ _ 

Scranton_. -- -------------------- ---- ___ _ 
Tioga-Hammond Ruervoir (land acquisi-

tion) ________ ---- - --- - ------ - ----------
Tock8 Island Ruerooir, Pa., N.J., and 

N. Y. (See New Jeraev.) 
(FC) Trexler Reservoir _______________ : _______ _ 
(FC) Turtle Creek---- - - ------------- ---------(FC) Union City Reservoir ________ __________ _ 
(FC) Woodcock Creek Reservoir _____ _______ _ 

Rhode Island: 
(BE) Oliff Walk, Newport·- --- ----------------
(N) Providence River and Harbor __ __ __ __ __ _ 

South Carolina: 
Trotters Shoals Reservoir, Ga. and S. C. 

(See Georgia.) 
South Dakota: 

(MP) Big Bend Dam-Lake Sharpe ___________ _ 
(FC) Cottonwood Springs Reservoir _____ ____ _ 
(MP) Oabe Reservoir, S. Dak. and N. Dak __ _ 

Tennessee: 
(MP) Cordell Hull lock and dam ________ _____ _ 
(MP) J. Percy Priest Reservoir ______ _________ _ 

See footnotes at end of table. 

$71, 400, 000 $8, 070, 000 ------ ------ $8, 070, 000 -- -- -- ------ $8, 070, 000 ------------ $8, 070, 000 ------------

968, 000, 000 -------------- $2, 000, 000 - --- - - -- --- - - - $750, 000 -------------- $750, 000 -------------- $750, 000 
17, 100, 000 200, 000 ------------ 200, 000 - - - --- ------ 200, 000 ------------ 200, 000 ------------
21, 800, 000 -------------- . 425, 000 · ------- - ----- - 425, 000 -------------- 455, 000 -------------- 455, 000 

5, 730,000 
22,400,000 

750, 000 -------- ----
2, 700, 000 ------------

750, 000 --- ---- -----
2, 700, 000 ------------

750, 000 - -----------
2, 700, 000 ------ - -----

750, 000 ------------
2, 700, 000 ---------- --

10, 000
709

,
1

000
000 

____ 9_,_500 ___ ._ooo _________ 
7 
__ 
5
._
000
____ 9, 500, ooo __ __ __ __ ____ 9, 500, ooo ------------ 9, 500, ooo ___________ _ 

----- ------ - -- 75,000 -------------- 75,000 - ------------- 75,000 

73,400,000 
2,420,000 

5,930,000 
39,600,000 
5,500,000 
1,870,000 

30, 700,000 
86,600, 000 

123, 000, 000 
13,400,000 
7,400,000 

24,900,000 
20,500,000 

4,500,000 ------------
850, 000 ------------

4, 500, 000 ---- - -------
850, 000 ---- --------

4, 500,000 
850,000 

4,500,000 ------------
850,000 ------------

------- - - - - - -- ------------ -- - - - -- - -- - --- ---- -------- 500, 000 ----------- - ------------- - --------- -- -
5, 200, 000 - - - - - ------- 5, 200, 000 ----- - - ----- 5, 200, 000 --- - ----- - - - 5, 200, 000 ----------- -

-------------- ------------ ----- - - ------- --- -- - -- - - -- ----- --------- 40, 000 -------------- 40, 000 
---------·--- - 50, ooo -------------- 50, ooo ___ _ 

1
_._

500 
___ ·_·

000 
_________ 50 __ ._oo __ o __ -- --

1
-.-.

500
- --.-

000 
___ _______ 50 __ ._oo __ o_ 

1, 500, 000 ------------ . 1, 500, 000 ------------
4, 700, 000 ------------ 4, 700, 000 ------- - ---- 4, 700, 000 ---------- - - 4, 700, 000 ------- - -- --
4, 579, 000 --------- - - - 4, 579, 000 ----- - ------ 4, 579, 000 ------------ 4, 579, 000 ----- - -- - ---

-- ------ -- - - -- 120, 000 ------- - ---- - - 120, 000 - ------ ------- 120, 000 ------- · ------ 120, 000 
1, 350, 000 - ---- - -- - --- 1, 350, 000 ------- - - -- - 1, 350, 000 --- - -------- 1, 350, 000 ---------- - -
2, 000, 000 ------------ 2, 000, 000 ------- ----- 2, 000, 000 ---------- -- 2, 000, 000 ----------- -
5, 600, 000 ----------- - 5, 600, 000 ----------- - 5, 600, 000 - -------- -- - 5, 600, 000 ---------- --

9~:~:888 ---~~:~:~~- ----100:000- ---~~:~~:~- ----100:000- -- -~~:~~:~- ----100:000- ---~~:~:~~- -----100:000 
27, 300, 000 ------ - ---- --- 190, 000 ----------- - -- 190, 000 --- - ---------- 190, 000 -- ------------ 190, 000 
77, 200, 000 14, 700, 000 ------------ 14, 700, 000 --- --------- 14, 700, 000 ------------ 14, 700, 000 ------------

25, 800, 000 - - - -- -- -- - - - - - 206, 000 - - --- --- - ----- 206, 000 - ---- - --- - ---- 206, 000 - - -- -- ---- - --- 206, 000 
31, 400, 000 6, 000, 000 - -- --------- 6, 000, 000 - -- -- ---- --- 6, 000,,000 ---- , - - --- -. - 6, 000, 000 ---------- --

124, 000, 000 
39,600, 000 

1,350, 000 

22,600, 000 

12,200, 000 
21, 000, 000 
22,300, 000 
82,300, 000 

448, 000, 000 
83, 300, 000 

1, 100, 000 
2, 435, 000 

64, OQ0,000 
9, 360,000 

13, 100,000 
14, 000,000 

- - - - - --- --- --- 400,000 ·· ------------- 400,000 ----- - - -- - - -- - 400,000 __ __ ______ _ . __ _ __ . ____ __ __ __ _ 400, ooo ______ _______ _ 400, ·ooo _ - - - -- - - ~ __ _ __ 400, ooo ___ ____ ______ _ 
----- -- - - -- --- ------------ 100,000 -- - - - ------- 100,000 ---------- - - 100,000 

2, 700, 000 --- ----- - - - - 2, 700, 000 4, 000, 000 3, 000, 000 

65, 000 - -- ----- - ----- 65, 000 -- ----- ~ ------ 65, ()()() ---- --------- -
220, 000 ---- - - ----- -- - 220, 000 -------------- 220, 000 --------- - - - --

- - -- ----- -- --- 350, 000 --------- - ---- 350, 000 ---- -- -------- 350, 000 --------------
4, 940, 000 --- --- - - - --- 4, 940, 000 _______ _ .____ 4, 940, ()()() -------- ---- .4. 940, 000 

38, 700, 000 -- - ---------
2, 050, 000 --- ---------

232, 000 : - - ----- - ---

786, 000 c - - - ~ -------
375,000 

2,500,000 

38, 700, 000 -- - - - ------ -
2, 050, 000 -- - - - - - --- - -

232, 000 ----- - --- - --

786, 000 
500, 000 
375, 000 

2, 500,000 

7----.-------

38, 700, 000 -- ---------- 38, 700, 000 
2,050, 000 --------- - -- 2, 050, 000 

232, 000 ---------- -- 232,000 
500,000 ·----------- 500, 000 

786, 000 ---- -- ------ 786, 000 
500, 000 ------------ 500, 000 
500, 000 ----- --- ---- 375,000 

2,500, 000 ----- ------- 2, 500, 000 

400, 000 
400, 000 

65, 000 
220,000 
350,000 

------------
-- --- - ----- -
---- ------- -
----------- -
- -------- - --
---------- --
---------- --
--- -- ----- --

1, 920, 000 993, 000 ------------ 993, 000 -- ------ - --- 993, 000 ------------ 993, 000 ------------
21, 700, 000 5, 320, 000 ------------ 5, 320, 000 -- - --------- 5, 320, 000 -------- - - - - 5, 320, 000 ------------
15, 600, 000 -------------- 275, 000 -------------- 275, 000 --------- ----- 275, 000 -------- - - -- -- 275, 000 

~~: ~8: ggg ------~:~~~- ----400:000- ------~~:~- ----400:000- -- ----~:~~~- ----400:000- ------~:~~~- -----400:000 

1,870, 000 

28, 900,000 

106, 600, 000 

53,500,000 
2,000,000 

53,600,000 

12,000,000 
15,200,000 
11,000,000 
10,200,000 

414, ()()() 
13,900,000 

103, 000, 000 
1, 740, 000 

338, 000, 000 

58, 500, 000 
49, 900, 000 

-------------- 65,000 -------------- 65, 000 -------------- 65, 000 -- ------------ 65, 000 

9,000, 000 ------------ 9,000, 000 ------------ 9,000, 000 ------------ 9, 000, 000 - -----------

6, 989,000 ------------ 6,489,000 ------------ 6,489, 000 ------------ 6,489, 000 ------------

2, 700,000 ------------ 2, 700,000 ---------- -- 2, 700,000 ------------ 2, 700,000 ------------
1,086,000 ------------ 1,086,000 ------------ 1,086,000 ------------ 1,086,000 ------------

-------------- ------------ 1,000,000 ------------ 1,000,000 ------------ 1,000,000 ------------

-- ------- - ---- 175, 000 -------------- 175, 000 --- - ------- - -- 175, 000 -------------- 175, 000 
713, 000 --------- - -- 713, 000 ----- - ------ 713, 000 ---- --- - ---- 713, 000 ---------- - -

1, 450, 000 ----------- - 1, 450, 000 ---- - ------- 1, 450, 000 ----------- - 1, 450, 000 ---------- - -
500, 000 ------------ 500, 000 ----------- - 500, 000 ---------- - - 500, 000 ------ ------

----- -- -- -- -- - ------------ --- --- -------- -- --- ------- -------------- 80,000 -- ---- -------- 80,000 
3, 500, 000 - ----------- 3, 500, 000 ------- ----- 3, 500, 000 ------------ 3, 500, 000 - - - ---------

1,800, 000 _ ..... ...... -_ .. ___ 1, 800, 000 --- ---- -- --- 1,800, 000 .. ... ......................... ... 1, 800, 000 ---- ---- -- .-.. 
500, 000 ------------ 500, 000 --- -- ---- --- 500, 000 ----------- - 500, 000 

1, 100, coo ---·- --·---- 1,100, 000 I 1, 100, 000 -----·-·-- -- ·1, 100, 000 --- -- ---·---
7, 600, 000 ....... ....... .............. 7, 600, 000 .. .. ..... .. .... .. _ .. _ ... 7,600, 000 ----------- - 7,600, 000 
5, 500, 000 ........ -................. 5, 500, 000 --·--------- 5, 500,000 ---- ---- ---- 5, 500, 000 --- --- -- ----
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TABLE 2.-0onstruction, general, fiscal year 1968 (Oct. 12, 1967)-Continued 

Construction, general, State and project 
Total 

estimated · 
Federal 

cost 

Approved budget 
estimate for fiscal 

year 1968 
House allowance Senate allowance 

!-----...,--------------,------ -----------1 

Conference allowance 

Construction Planning Construction Planning Construction Planning Construction Planning 
~-------------·-----1------1-----1-----1------1-----1------1------1------1-----

Texas: 
(FC) Abilene Channel improvement_----------- $34, 600, 000 --------------
(FC) Arkansaa-Red River chloride control (part 

$180, 000 -------------- $180, 000 -------------- $180,000 

150,000 

-------------- $180,000 

150,000 
1 

I), Texas, Oklahomai and Kansas______ 50, 000, 000 
(FC) Arkansas-Red River ch oride control (sup-

plemental atudies), Texaa, Oklahoma, 

(FC) 
(N) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 

and Kansas_--------------------------
Bu1Ialo Bayou and tributaries_---------

2, 500, 000 -------------- 1, 000, 000 -------------- 1, 000, 000 -------------- 1, 000, 000 -------------- 1, 000, 000 
66, 100, 000 $3, 700, 000 ------------ $3, 700, 000 ------------ $3, 700, 000 ------------ $3, 700, 000 ------------Chocolate Ba11ou ___________________ ------

~J:Jo~~~~~~~~-~~~~~1-s~::::::: :: 
1, 350, 000 -------------- ------------ 500, 000 ------------ 500, 000 ------------ 500, ()()() ------------

24, 100, 000 -------------- ------------ -------------- ------------ 500, 000 ------------ -------------- ------------
14, 400, 000 -------------- 250, 000 -------------- 250, 000 -------------- 250, 000 -~------------ 250, 000 

(FC) 
(R) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 

Fort Worth Floodway, Clear Fork ex-tension ________________________ _____ __ _ 
Freeport and vicinity __________________ _ 
Galveston Harbor and Channel (groins) __ _ 
Highland Bayou _______ _____ _______ _____ _ 
Lake Kemp Reservoir ______ ____________ _ 
Lakeview Reservoir _____________ __ __ _____ _ 
Lavon Reservoir modification and 

3,960,000 
11, 700, 000 
1, 750, 000 
3,850,000 
6, 100, 000 

36,100, 000 

channel improvement __________ -- - - - _ - 40, 300, 000 
(FC) 
(FC) 

Liberty, Trinity River____________________ 2,000,000 
Port Arthur and vicinity (hurricane 

flood protection) __ ------ ---- ---------- 40, 600, 000 
Red River levees and bank stabilization, 

below Denison Dam, Ark., La., and 
Tex. (See Arkansas.) 

Sabine-Neches Waterway 40 feet and (N) 
channel to Echo_______________________ 23, 500, 000 

(FC) 
(FC) 

San Antonio Channel___________________ 22, 200, 000 
San Gabriel River tributar11 to Brazos 

River (land acquisition)----------------
(FC) Stillhouse Hollow Dam ________________ _ 
(FC) Ta11lora Ba11ou ____ __________ -- __ -- -- -- ---
(FC) Texas City, hurricane protection _______ _ 
(N) Trinit11 River Bridge _________________ __ _ _ 
(FC) Vince and Little Vince Bayous _________ _ 
(N) Wallisville Reservoir, Trinity River ____ _ 
(MP) Whitney Reservoir (road replacement) ____ _ 

Vermont: 
(FC) Bennington _____________ ---------------- -

Virginia: 

53, 100, 000 
19,900,000 

5,930,000 
16,000,000 
12,300, 000 
4, 770,000 

16,200, 000 
130,000 

415,000 

(FC) Gathright Reservoir_____________________ 17, 300, 000 
(N) Hampton Roads_----------------------- 31, 800, 000 
(BE) Virginia Beach (reimbursement)________ 1,350, 000 

Washington: 
(MP) Asotin Dam, Id.aho and Washington______ 97, 100, 000 

Bonneville lock and dam (.M powerplant, 

(MP) 
Oregon and Washington). (See Oregon.) 

Chief Joseph Dam (additional power 

900, 000 --- -- ------- 900, 000 --- --------- 900, 000 ------------ 900, 000 ------------
1, 500, 000 - -- -- -- -- -- - 1, 500, 000 - -- -------- - 1, 500. 000 ------------ 1, 500, 000 ------- -- -- -

500, 000 ------------ 500, 000 ------------ 500, 000 --------- - - - 500, 000 ------- -----
------- ------- 110,000 ----- --------- 110,000 -------------- 110,000 -------------- 110,000 

900, 000 ------------ 900, 000 ------------ 900, 000 ---- ---- ---- 900, 000 ------------
- -- -- -- -- -- --- 100, 000 - -- - - -- - - ----- 100, 000 - -- -- -- - - ----- 100, 000 --- -- -- -- - - --- 100, 000 

3, 500, 000 - -- - - - - -- -- - 3, 500, 000 - -- -- - ---- -- 3, 500, 000 ----- -- -- -- - 3, 500, 000 --------- ---
- --- - - - -- -- - - - 50, 000 -------------- 50, 000 -------------- 50, 000 -------------- 50, 000 

7,400,000 ------------ 7,400,000 - - - ---- ----- 7,400,000 ------------ 7, 400, 000 --- _.., _______ 

3,900,000 ------------ 3,900,000 3,900,000 ------------ 3,900,000 ------·---·· 
1, 1?00. 000 --------- --- 1,500,000 ------------ 1,500,000 ------------ 1,500,000 ----·-------
1,800,000 ------------ 1,532,000 ------------ 1,800,000 ------------ 1,532,000 
3, 717,000 ------------ 3, 717,000 ------------ 3, 717,j)OO ------------ 3, 717,000 ------------

-- ------------ 150,000 -------------- 150,000 -------------- 150,000 --------------
2, 000, 000 ------------ 2, 000, 000 ------------ 2, 000, 000 ------------ 2, 000, 000 
2,825,000 ------------ 1,035,000 ------------ 1,035,000 ------------ 1,035,000 

800,000 ------------ 800,000 ------------ 800,000 ------------ 800,000 
2, 500, 000 ----- ------- 2, 500, 000 - --------- -- 2, 500, 000 --- --------- 2, 500, 000 

- - - - --- --- - -- - - -- - -- - - - --- 130, 000 - -- - - -- - -- - - 130, 000 ------- -- -- - 130, 000 

1, 450, 000 ------------
6, 500, 000 ------------

85, 000 ------------

1, 450, 000 ------------
6, 500, 000 ------------

85, 000 ------------

350,000 

1,450,000 
6,500,000 

85,000 

350,000 

1,450,000 
6,500,000 

85,000 

150,000 

200, 000 -------------- ------------

units) __ - - ----------------------------- 59, 800, 000 --------------
Columbia River at the mouth, Oregon and 

Washington. (See Oregon.) 

300, 000 -------------- 300, 000 -------------- 300,000 300,000 

(FC) 

(MP) 

(MP) 
(MP) 
(MP) 
(N) 

Columbia River and lower Willamette 
River, 35- and 40-foot projects, Oregon 
and Washington. (See Oregon.) 

Cowlitz County Consolidated Diking 
and Improvement District No. 2------

Ice Harbor lock and dam (additional 
1,320, 000 685,000 685, 000 ----------- - 685,000 

units)_-------------------- ------- --- -- 22, 000, 000 -------------- 200, 000 ---- ------~--- 200, 000 -------------- 200, 000 -------------- 200,000 
John Day lock and dam, Oregon and 

Washington. (See Oregon.) 
Little Goose lock and dam______________ 146, 000, 000 
Lower Granite lock and dam____________ 183, 000, 000 
Lower Monumental lock and dam______ 191,000,000 
Olympia Harbor (deferred)_______________ 373,000 
The Dalles lock and dam, Oregon and 

Washington. (See Oregon.) 

44, 000, 000 ------------ 44, 000, 000 ------------ 44, 000, 000 ------------ 44, 000, 000 ------------
9, 200, 000 ------------ 9, 200, 000 ------------ 9, 200, 000 ------------ 9, 200, 000 ------------

23, 700, 000 ------- - ---- 23, 700, 000 ------------ 23, 700, 000 ------------ 23, 700, 000 ------------
-------------- ------------ -------------- ------------ -------------- 20, 000 -------------- 20, 000 

(FC) Wynoochee River Reservoir_____________ 15, 500, 000 3,000,000 ------------ 3, 000, 000 ------------ 3,000, 000 ------------ 3,000,000 ------------
West Virginia: 

(FC) Beech Fork Lake_______ _______ __ ______ __ 13,400,000 
Bellevillelocksand dam. Ohio and West 

(FC) 
(FC) 

(FC) 

Virginia. (See Ohio.) 
Bloomington Reservoir, Md. and W. Va. 

(See Maryland.) Burnsville Lake ________ ______________ ___ _ 
East Lynn Lake ____________ __ _________ _ 
Hanniballocks and dam 0 hio and West 

Virginia. (See Ohio.) 
R. D. Bailey (Justice) Lake __ __ __ ____ _ 
Racine locks and dam, Ohio and West 

76,600,000 

855,000 

4,000,000 

Virginia. (See Ohio.) 
Rowlesburg Lake ____ ------------------- 96, 100, 000 --------------
Stonewall Jackson Lake__________________ 35, 700, 000 --------------
Willow Island lock and dam, Ohio and 

West Virginia. (See Ohio.) 
Wisconsin: 

Eau Galle River, Spring Valley_________ 7, 010, 000 
Green Bay Harbor (1962 act)_---------- 48, 820, 000 
Kenosha Harbor ______ ----------------- 1, 855, 000 

1,300,000 
1,000,000 

60,000 

------------

535,000 
75, 000 

------------
------------------------

855,000 

4,000, 000 

1,300, 000 
1,000,000 

60,000 

------------

535,000 
75,000 

------------------------------------

855,000 

500,000 
3, 170,000 

4,000,000 

1,300,000 
1,000,000 

60,000 

----·-------

700,000 
375,000 

------------------------------------

855, 000 

400,000 
3, 170,000 

4,000,000 

1,300,000 
1,000,000 

60,000 

------------

700,000 
376,000 

------------------------------------
La Fa~g~ !leservoir, Kickapoo River (land 

acquisition)_--------------------------
Manitowoc Harbor----------------------

Miscellaneous: 

500, 000 -------------- ------------ 300, 000 ------------ 300, 000 ------------ 300, 000 ------------
860, 000 -------------- 25, 000 -------------- 25, 000 -------------- 25, 000 -------------- 25, 000 

Emergency bank protection_________ ___ ---- ----------

81fa~l~~~~s!>r !o~0~e~~~~~i ~!Jr~ 
legislation (sec. 205). _ - ---------------- --------------

Snagging and clearing ___________ ________ --------------
Small navigation projects not requiring 

500,000 ------------ 500,000 ------------ 500,000 ------------ 500,000 ------------

6,000,000 ------------ 6,000,000 ------------ 6,404,000 ------------ 6,404,000 ------------
500,000 ------------ 500,000 ------------ 500,000 ------------ 500,000 ------------

specific legislation costing up to $500,000 
(sec. 107) ________________________ _____ _ -------------- 1,500,000 --------- --- 1, 500,000 ------------ 1,500,000 ------------ 1,500,000 ------------

See footnotes at end of table. 
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TABLE 2.-Comtruction, general, fiscal year 1968 (Oct. 12, 1967)-Continued 

Construction, general, State and project 
Total 

estimated 
Federal 

cost 

Approved budget 
estimate for fiscal 

year 1968 
House allowance Senate allowance Conference allowance 

Miscellaneous-Continued 
Small beach erosion control projects not 

requiring specific legislation costing up 

Construction Planning Construction Planning Construction Planning Construction Planning 

to $500,000 (sec. 103)-- - - -------- - -- ---- ---------- - --
Recreation facilities, com~leted projects_ -------------
Fish and wildlife studies (U.S. Fish and 

$250, 000 
9,000,000 

----------- -
------------

$250,000 ------------
9,000,000 ------------

$250,000 ------------ $250,000 ------------
9,000,000 ------------ 9,000,000 ------------

and Wildlife Service)_ ----------------- -------------- 580,000 --------- --- 580,000 -- ---- ------ 580,000 ------------ 580,000 ------------Aquatic plant control (1965 act)_-------- _____________ J 900,000 ------------ 900,000 ------------ 900,000 ------------ 900,000 ------------
~1:cf~~li~~ ~:nir:mr~~~d -sa~gs-aii<I- -------------- 625,000 ----- ------- 625,000 ------------ 625,000 ------- ----- 625,000 ---- --------

slippages ___ --------___ __ __ __ --------- _ __ ------------ -90, 025, 000 ------------ -129, 516, 000 -90, 025, 000 - - - -- -- ----- -115, 025, 000 

Grand total, construction, general ___ __ -------------- 951, 831, 000 $21, 161, 000 915, 634, 000 $19, 440, 000 
(935, 074, 000) 

988, 208, 000 $22, 615, 000 
(1, 010, 823, 000) 

946, 954, 000 $2lt 520, 000 
(968, 474, ooo, (972, 992, 000) 

I I I I 
t Included in" Small navigation projects" under" Miscellaneous." NoTE.-Projects shown in italic are new projects or modification of projects on which 

construction has not started and projects in bold face are those projects to be completed 
with the amount in the approved budget. 

2 Included in" Small flood control projects" under "Miscellaneous." 

MISSISSIPPI RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, for 
Mississippi River and tributaries, the 
conference report provides $87 ,135,000, 
which is $4,345,000 below the amount ap
proved by the Senate; $3,735,000 above 

the House; $9,735,000 above the budget 
and the amount appropriated for fiscal 
year 1967. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to insert at this point in the RECORD 
a tabulation explaining the action of the 

conferees on the appropriation for flood 
control, Mississippi River and tributaries. 

There being no objection, the tabula
tion was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

TABLE 3.-Flood control, Mississippi River and tributaries, fiscal year 1968 (Oct. 12, 1967) 

Project 
Total 

estimated 
Federal 

cost 

Approved budget esti- House allowance Senate allowance Conference allowance 
mate for fiscal year 1968 

Construe- Planning Construe- Planning Construe- Planning Construe- Planning 
tion ti on tion tion 

1. General investigations: 
(a) E;rnminations and surveys ____ __ ___ ____ __ ______ _ ------ -------- $142, 000 $442, 000 $497, 000 $497, 000 
(b) Collection and study of basic data_ - ------------ ----- -------- - 101, 000 101, 000 101, 000 101, 000 ) 

1~---~1---------1---------1--------~1~------~ 
Subtotal, general investigations _______________ --- -------- --- 243, 000 543, 000 598, 000 598, 000 

2. Construction and planning: 
Mississippi River levees ______ ---------------------Channel improvement _________ ___ ___ __ ____________ _ 
Old River controL_ ------------ --------------------St. Francis Basin ____ ___________ ________ ___ ________ _ 
Cache River ____ _____ ____ ___ _____ __ ______ -----------
West Tennessee tributaries ____ -- ---- --------- ------
Lower Arkansas River __ ----- ---- ----- --- ---------
Tensas Basin: 

Boeuf and Tensas Rivers, etc ____ ______________ _ 
Red River backwater _______ _____ __ __ ____ __ ___ _ _ 

Yazoo Basin: Sardis Reservoir ___________ ___ ___ ___ ___ ----- ___ _ 
Enid Reservoir _________ ----- ________ __ ---- ----_ 
Arkabutla Reservoir ____ ___ ___ __ ___ ____________ _ 
Grenada Reservoir __ ---- ----------- ------- -----
Greenwood---- ----- --------- ------------------
Main stem __ ---------------- --- --- -------------
Tributaries-- ---------------------- ----------- -
Big Sunflower River, etc __ ---------------------
Yazoo backwater _______ __ ------ ----------------Lower Red River, south bank ___ ____ _____ ____ _____ _ 

Atchafalaya Basin ___ ____ ___ ____ ____ _______________ _ 
West Kentucky tributaries _______________ __ ____ ___ _ 

l===========l========l=========l=======~l========l=========l========l=========I======= 

$272, 000, 000 
960, 000, 000 

71, 000, 000 
132, 000, 000 
27, 000, 000 
13, 700, 000 
25,800,000 

52,000, 000 
37, 500, 000 

12, 580,000 
15, 710,000 
12, 680,000 
32,010,000 

5, 470,000 
23, 600,000 
40,000,000 
19, 000, 000 
32,300,000 
18,400,000 

302, 000, 000 
2, 130,000 

$3,200, 000 
29, 700, 000 

650,000 
3, 575, 000 

------------
460,000 
140,000 

540, 000 
1, 085,000 

40, 000 
35, 000 
35, 000 
40,000 

225,000 
270,000 
742,000 
445, 000 

1, 600,000 
225,000 

8,000, 000 

------------
-- ---- - - --- -
-- ----------
------------

$120,000 
------------
------------

$3,400,000 
32, 700, 000 

650, 000 
3, 825, 000 

----660;000-
140, 000 

540,000 
1, 335,000 

------------
------------
-- ----- -----
---iizo;ooo-
------------
------------

$3, 700, 000 
38, 400, 000 

1,000,000 
4,500,000 

----660;000-
140, 000 

540, 000 
1, 353,000 

------------
------------
--- ---------
---$120;000-
------------
------------

$3,550,000 
35, 225, 000 

825,000 
4, 155, 000 

----660;000-
140,000 

540, 000 
1,335, 000 

------------
------ -- ----
-- ----------
--- -- -------

$120, 000 
------------
------------

------ - ----- 40, 000 ---- - - - - -- -- 40, 000 - ------- - - - - 40, 000 --- - --------
--- - -- - ----- 35, 000 -------- - - - - 35, 000 ------------ 35, 000 --------- ---
------------ 35, 000 -- - ---- - - --- 35, 000 --- --- ------ 35, 000 ----- - ------
- - - ---- ----- 40, 000 ------ - - - --- 40, 000 - - --- ----- - - 40, 000 - - ----------
----- -- ----- 225, 000 -------- - -- - 225, 000 ------------ 225, 000 - -----------
----- -- ----- 270,000 - -- - - - -- - --- 270,000 ---- - - - ----- 270,000 -- - - - -------
- - - - - -- - - --- 1, 542, 000 ------ ------ 1, 542, 000 --- --------- 1, 542, 000 - --- - ----- --
-- - - -------- 445, 000 - -- - -------- 445, 000 --- - ------- - 445, 000 - --- - -------
----- - - - --- - 1, 600, 000 ----- - -- ---- 1, 600, 000 ---- - ----- - - 1, 600, 000 ---------- --
------ - - - --- 225, 000 - --- - - - ----- 225, 000 ------------ 225, 000 ------------
----- ------ - 9, 000, 000 -- -- - ------- 10, 000, 000 ------------ 9, 500, 000 ______ 30, 000 

30, 000 ----------- - 30, 000 ----- -- ----- 30, 000 ------------
1~---~1----1~----1-----1-----1----~1---~1~----1---~ 

Subtotal, construction and planning __ __ _________ _ 2, 404, 058, 000 51, 007, 000 150, 000 56, 707, 000 150, 000 64, 732, 000 150, 000 60, 387, 000 
Reduction for anticipated savings and slippages ____ ---- ---------- -1, 400, 000 ------------ -1, 400, 000 - - ------- - -- -1, 400, 000 ---- --- --- - - -1, 400, 000 

150, 000 

Total, construction and planning _________________ -- ------------ 49, 607, 000 150, 000 55, 307, 000 150, 000 63, 332, 000 150, 000 58, 987, 000 
3. Maintenance- ---- -------------------------------------- -- ----- ------- 27, 400, 000 ------ - --- - - 27, 400, 000 -- ---- ----- - 27, 400, 000 --- ---- ----- 27, 400, 000 

150,000 

l==========l========l=========l========i========l=========l=========l=========I======= Grand total ____ __ _____ _________ ______ ______ _________ 2, 429, 058, 000 77, 400,000 
I 

83, 400, 000 
I 

91,480,000 
I 

87, 135, 000 
I 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to insert at this point 
1n the ~ECORD a tabulation showing the 

details of the amount allowed by the 
conferees for the Atomic Energy Com
mission. 

There being no objection, the tabula
tion was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

Title Ill-Atomic Energy Commission 
OPERATING EXPENSES 

~ 

Program Appropria- Budget esti- JCAE author-
tion, 1967, mate, 1968 ization, 1968 

r 

Raw materia.ls _______ ____________ ____ ___ ____ _____ -----------___ ----------- $162, 515, 000 $129, 594, 000 $129, 094, 000 Special nuclear materials ___ ________ __ ________ ____ _________________________ 353, 728, 000 346, 420, 000 346, 420, 000 

House bill Senate bill Conference 
action 

$129, 094, 000 $129, 094, 000 $129, 094, 000 
345, 920, 000 345, 920, 000 345, 920, 000 
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Title !II-Atomic Energy Commission-Continued 

OPERATING EXPENSES 

' 
Program Appropria

tion, 1967 

Weapons: 
Production, storage, and surveillance__________________________________ $244, 300, 000 
Research and developmenL-------- ------------------------- ---------- 215, 150, 000 

~;~~~ t~~~~i;fi~~
0

:fivifi0S==== ==================================== 
19

~; ~8; ~ 

Budget esti- JCAE author- House bill 
mate, 1968 ization, 1968 

Senate bill Conference 
action 

• I 1~~~~~~1~~~~~~11~~~~~~1~~~~~~1~~~~~~1~~~~~~ 

Total weapons_----------------------- ------ -------------------- ---- 663, 500, 000 
l===========l============l============l===========l===========I============ 

Reactor development: 
Civilian J?<>Wer reactors------------ ------------------------------------ 106, 480, 000 
Cooperative power reactor demonstration_________________ ____________ 17, 116, 000 
Euratom __ _____ ____________ ----- ------- _____ -- __ -- -- --------- ___ --- _ _ _ 2, 000, 000 
Merchant ship reactors_------------------------------------------ ----- 100, 000 
Army power reactors _______________ -- -- ____ -_ -- -- ____ ---- -- __ -- _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 700, 000 
Naval propulsion reactors ________________________ --------------------- 94, 900, 000 
Space propulsion systems ________ -- -- __ -- _ ----- -- -- __ ---- -- -- __ __ _ _ __ _ 77, 575, 000 
Space electric power development ______________ ----------------------- 61, 497, 000 
Terrestrial electric power development___ ______________ __ _____________ 5, 595, 000 
General reactor technology _________________________________ -------- ___ 1, 50, 100, 000 
Advanced systems research and development_ __ --------------------- - 14, 850, 000 
Nuclear safety _______________ --------------___________________________ 32, 015, 000 
Operational services----------------- ----- ------------ --- -------------- 4, 792, 000 

1~~~~~~1~~~~~ 

Total reactor development __ ---------------------------------------- 467, 720, 000 
1==========11==========1=========1==========1==========1========== 

Physical research: 
High-energy physics ____ ----------- ------- ----- ------------ --- ----- --- 108, 073, 000 Medium-energy physics __________________________________ ;_- -------- -- 11, 000, 000 
Low-energy physics ______________ -- ____ -- __ -- -- ________ -- __ -_ -___ -- __ - 28, 336, 000 
Mathematics and computer research __ ------------------------------- 6, 107, 000 
Chemistry research_-------------------------------------------------- 52, 864, 000 
Metallurgy and materials research_____________________________________ 26, 284, 000 
Controlled thermonuclear research_----------------------------------- 22, 626, 000 

Total physical research_-------------------------------------------- 255, 290, 000 
l===========l============l===========,1===========11===========1,=========== 

Biology and medicine----------------------------------------------------- 86, 000, 000 
Training, education, and information_----------------------------- ------- 16, 158, 000 
Isotopes development_ __________________ ------------------ -- -- -- ---------- 7, 838, 000 
Civilian application of nuclear explosives (Plow-share)_------------------- 13, 335, 000 
Communities__________________________________________________ ___________ 10, 137, 000 
Program direction and administration __ ------------------------- --------- 88, 676, 000 
Security investigations __ -------- -- -----------·-------------------- -- -- -- -- 6, 443, 000 
Cost of work for others-------------------------------------- -------------- 17, 200, 000 

l==========l==========l==========l==========l,=========I========== Total program costs _________________________________ --- _ ___ __ _ _ __ __ _ 2, 148, 540, 000 
Change in selected resources ____________ -- --- --- -- -- ---- ---- -- ---- ----- ---- 8, 756, 000 

1~~~~~~1~~~~~~1~~~~~~1~~~~~~1~~~~~~1~~~~~~ 

Gross obligations __________________ -- _________ -- ________ -- __ -- -- -- -- _ 2, 157, 296, 000 
Revenues applied __ -- ______ -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- ---- -- _ ----- ---------------- --- -77, 186, 000 

1~~~~~~1~~~~~~1~~~~~~1~~~~~~1~~~~~~1~~~~~~ 

Net obligations _____________________________________ ----------- __ _ __ 2, 08 , 110, 000 
Unobligated balance, start of year----------------------------------------- -170, 218, 000 

¥:~il::~dG~~:~rs:~~~ ~~~iiiistration: ==== = = = = = = = === == == == = = = = = == = = 

12

' m: ~ 1~~~~~~1~~~~~~1~~~~~~1~~~~~~1~~~~~~1~~~~~~ 

Appropriation ______________ ---- ______ --- --- -- ___ ___ -- _ --- __ -- -- -_ __ _ 1, 923, 000, 000 

PLANT AND CAPITAL EQUIPMENT 

Project 

68-1-a 
68-1-b 
68-2-a 
68-a-b 
68-3-a 

68-3-b 
68-3-c 
68-4-a 

68--4-b 

68-4-c 
6!H-d 
68-4-e 9 
68-4-f 
68-4-g 
68-4-h 
68-5-a 
68-6 
68-7 
67-3-a 
66-5-h 

Construction project 

Hot laboratory, New Brunswick, N.L _, _________________________________________________ _ 
Replacement waste storage tanks, Richland, Wash _______________________________________ _ 
New weapons production capabilities, various locations __________________________________ _ 
Weapons production, development and test installations. ________________________________ _ 
Research and development test plantf!, Project Rover, Los Alamos Scientific Laboratory, 

New Mexico, and Nevada Test Site, Nevada---- ---------- ----------------- ----- ------- -Isotopic space systems facility, Sandia Base, N. Mex _____________________________________ _ 
Modifications to reactors _______ ---------------------- -- ------ -- -- -- ------ -- -- -------- -----
Accelerator and reactor additions and modifications, Brookhaven National Laboratory, 

New York _______________________ -- ---- ---- -- -- -- __ -_ -- -- -- __ -- -- ------ -- -- ---_ ---- -_ -- -
Accelerator improvements, zero gradient synchrotron, Argonne National Laboratory, Illinois _________________________________ ---- __ ------ ________ -- ________ -- __ -- ____ -- -- __ -- _ 
Accelerator improvements, Lawrence Radiation Laboratory, Berkeley, Calif _____________ _ 
Accelerator improvements, Cambridge and Princeton accelerators ____________ ____________ _ 
Accelerator improvements, Stanford Linear Accelerator Center, California _______________ _ 
Omnitron accelerator, Lawrence Radiation Laboratory, Berkeley, Calif. (AE only) __ ____ _ 
200 Bev accelerator, Du Page and Kane Counties, near Chicago, ID. (AE only) __________ _ 
Laboratory and energy storage facility, Los Alamos Scientific Laboratory, New Mexico __ _ 
Addition to biomedical building, Rio Piedras, P.R ___ ------------------------------------
General plant projects ___ ----------- -------------------------------------- ___ ____________ _ 
Construction, planning and design_------------------- _____ -------------------------------
Fast flux test facility ___ -------------------------------------------------------------------Meson physics facility, Los Alamos Scientific Laboratory, New Mexico ___________________ _ 

Budget 
estimate, 

1968 

$1,000, 000 
2, 500,000 

100, 500, 000 
10, 000, 000 

2, 000, 000 
2, 250, 000 
1, 000,000 

1, 095, 000 

1, 900, 000 
l, 740, 000 

400, 000 
865,000 

4,000,000 
10, 000, 000 
8,500,000 
1, 400,000 

39, 175,000 
1, 000, 000 

80, 000, 000 
50, 300,000 

JCAE 
authoriza-
tion, 1968 

$1, 000, 000 
2, 500, 000 

100, 500, 000 
10,000, 000 

2, 000,000 
2, 250, 000 
1, 000, 000 

1,095,000 

1, 900, 000 
1, 740, 000 

400,000 
865,000 

-- ------------
7,333,000 
8,500,000 
1,400,000 

39, 175,000 
--- --- --------

80, 000,000 
50,300,000 

Conference 
House bill Senate bill action 

$1, 000, 000 $1, 000, 000 $1,000, 000 
2, 500, 000 2, 500,000 2, 500, 000 

100, 500, 000 100, 500, 000 100, 500, 000 
10, 000,000 10,000,000 10, 000, 000 

2, 000,000 2, 000, 000 2, 000, 000 
2, 250, 000 2, 250, 000 2, 250, 000 
1, 000, 000 1, 000, 000 1, 000, 000 

1, 095, 000 1, 095,000 1, 095,000 

1, 900,000 1, 900,000 1, 900, 000 
1, 740,000 1, 740, 000 1, 740, 000 

400,000 400,000 400,000 
865,000 865,000 865, 000 

-------------- -------------- --------------
7, 333,000 7,333, 000 7,333,000 
8, 500, 000 8,500,000 8,500,000 

-·-39;115;000- 1,400,000 1, 400,000 
39, 175,000 39, 175,000 

-------------- -------------- --------------
21, 000, 000 21,000, 000 21,000,000 
10,400,000 10,400,000 10,400, 000 

1~~~~~-1-~~~~-l-~~~~-l-~~~~~1~~~~~ 

Subtotal, construction projects _____________ -----------------------------------------Capital equipment not related to construction ___________________________________________ _ 
319, 625, 000 311, 958, 000 211, 658, 000 213, 058, 000 213, 058, 000 
156, 575, 000 156, 575, 000 156, 075, 000 156, 575, 000 156, 075, 000 
1~~~~~1~~~~~1~~~~~1-~~~~·I-~~~~ 

Total appropriation _____________________ ___________________ ______ ____ ________ _____ _ _ 476, 200, 000 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I ask 
that the conference report be agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion is on agreeing to the conference re
port. 

The report was agreed to. 
CXIII--1986-Part 23 

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid before 
the Senate a message from the House of 
Representatives announcing its action 
on certain amendments of the Senate to 
House bill 11641, which was read, as 
follows: 

468, 533, 000 367, 733, 000 369, 633, 000 369, 133, 000 

Resolved, That the House recede from its 
disagreement to the amendment of the Sen
ate numbered 2, to the aforesaid bill, and 
concur therein with an amendment, as fol
lows: In lieu of the sum proposed, insert 
"$967,599,000". 
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Resolved, That the House recede from its 
disagreement to the amendment of the Sen
ate numbered 3 to the aforesaid bill, and 
concur therein. -

Resolved, That the House insist on its dis
agreement to the amendment of the Senate 
numbered 13 to the aforesaid blll. 

The PRF.sIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will report the first amendment in dis
agreement. 

The assistant legislative clerk read as 
follows: 

Resolved, That the House recede from its 
disagreement to the amendment of the Sen
ate numbered 2, to the aforesaid bill, and 
concur therein with an amendment, as fol
lows: In lieu of the sum proposed, insert 
"$967,599,000". 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I move 
that the Senate agree to the amendment 
with an amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated: 

The assistant legislative clerk read as 
follows: 

I move that the Senate concur in House 
amendment to Senate amendment No. 2 with 
an amendment as follows: 

Strike out "$967,599,000" and insert in lieu 
thei:eof "$968,474,000". 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion is on agreeing to the motion of the 
Senator from Louisiana. 

The amendment to the amendment 
was agreed to: 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will state the next amendment. 

The assistant legislative clerk read as 
follows: ' 

Resolved, That the House insist on its dis
agreement to the amendment of th'e Senate 
numbered 13 to the aforesaid b111. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I move 
that the Senate recede from its amend
ment No.13. 

The PRESIDING OFFICEP.. The ques
tion is on the motion to recede. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 

suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 

will call the roll. 
·Thie assistant legislative clerk pro

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I would 
like to ask a question of the distinguished 
manager of the conference on the Pub
lic Works Appropriation bill. As I un
derstand it, the action we are taking 
now is to insert money for the Dickey
Lincoln amendment, and that will go 
back to the House for further action. 

Mr. ELLENDER. The Senator is cor-
rect. . 

Mr. PASTORE. How much money is 
involved? 

Mr. ELLENDER. Eight hundred and 
seventy-five thousand dollars. 

Mr. PASTORE. I merely wanted the 
RECORD to show that fact. 

Mr. ELLENDER. The Senator is cor
rect. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Is not this project 
duly authorized by law, passed by both 
Houses of Congress and aipproved by the 
President? 

Mr. ELLENDER. It is. Aside from that, 
it had a budget estimate of $1,676,000, 
but the House would not go along with it, 
so in conference we agreed to an amount 
of $875,000 for continuation of planning 
as a minimum. That was sent to the 
House, and the House turned that down. 
We are now sending it back so that the 
House can have another vote on whether 
or not to include in the bill $875,000 for 
the continuation of planning on this 
project. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I 
thoroughly agree with our standing by 
our former action in this matter. 

My understanding is that the New Eng
land people pay more for their electric 
power than is paid by the citizens of any 
other part of the Nation. 

I ask the distinguished Sena tor from 
Rhode Island whether my understanding 
is correct. 

Mr. PASTORE. The Senator's under
standing is absolutely correct, unequivo
cally, and beyond contradiction. And we 
dare anyone to contradict it. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, aside 
from that, it is my understanding that 
there is not a single Federal power pro
ducing project in the six New England 
States. Am I correct? 

Mr. PASTORE. The Senator is ab
solutely correct. And there, again, we 
dare anyone to contradict it. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I should 
like to address a question to the distin
guished junior Senator from Maine [Mr. 
MUSKIE]. 

Is it not true that this matter was duly 
submitted to the Governor of Maine and 
the authorities of that State and has the 
support and backing of the State 
authorities? 

Mr. MUSKIE. Yes. May I say to the 
distinguished Senator from Florida that 
since the President sent this project to 
the Hill, two Maine Governors-one Re
publican and one Democrat-have sup
ported it. Two Maine Legislatures-one 
Republican controlled and one Demo
cratic controlled-have supported it. My 
distinguished senior colleague from 
Maine and I have supported it from the 
beginning. Every Member of Congress 
from Maine has supported the project 
since it was sent up. 

The project has widespread support 
throughout the State of Maine and also, 
as a matter of fact, if we get outside of 
some official circles, throughout the 
grassroots level in New England. 

I should like to make one or two other 
Points that I believe are pertinent. 

Mr. HOLLAND. May I ask one question 
of the Sena tor? 

Mr. MUSKIE. Yes. 
Mr. HOLLAND. Is it not correct-at 

least, I understand it to be correct--that 
the benefit-to-cost ratio of this project 
is in accord with Federal law and is 
satisfactory? 

I ask the distinguished Senator from 
Louisiana to answer my question. 

Mr. ELLENDER. It is 1.9 to l, which 
is a very good ratio. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the Senator 
from Louisiana. 

Mr. President, I note that the senior 
Senator from Maine [Mrs. SMITHJ is 
present. She was a member of the con
ference which considered this matter. If 
anyone ever fought for a project in 
which she was interested, she did. 

I want the record to show that every 
conferee from the Senate supported the 
position of the distinguished Senator 
from Maine [Mrs. SMITHJ. I want the 
record to show that we agreed re
luctantly, at the insistence of the con
ferees of the other body, to practically 
cut the appropriation in two, making it 
about half of what had been in the 
budget and what had been voted by the 
Senate. 

The scrap put up by the distinguished 
senior Senator from Maine is something 
that I shall long remember. The Senate 
had taken that position. The conferees 
unanimously took that position. The two 
Senators from Maine took that position. 
Congress, consjsting of both the House 
and the Senate, had taken that position 
in authorizing this legislation. The State 
officials from Maine had backed it from 
the beginning-and I ref er now to those 
back home in Maine, rather than to those 
in Congress. 

This area of our Nation, six fine States, 
most of them going back to the origin of 
our country, are entitled to be taken into 
the Union for the PUrPose of having some 
advantage from the program for the de
velopment of the power resources of our 
country. 

I hope that eventually-at an early 
date-we may get around to moving 
ahead with this project. 

I thank the Senator for yielding. 
Mrs. SMITH. Mr. President, will the 

Senator yield? 
Mr. HOLLAND. I am glad to yield. 
Mrs. SMITH. I want to say thank you 

from the bottom of my heart, for myself 
and the people in Maine, to the dis
tinguished Senator who· has just spoken, 
and especially to the chairman and to . 
the other members of the conference and 
Mr. Bousquet, who have been so helpful. 

I want to. express my deep apprecia
tion to the Members of the Senate for 
their continued kindness and fair treat
ment to the State of Maine and Maine 
people as contrasted to the action taken 
by the House on the Dickey-Lincoln 
School project. 

Dozens of Members of the House voted 
for unbudgeted projects in their districts 
or for increasing appropriations over the -
budgeted amounts--and yet claimed that 
they were voting against the Dickey
Lincoln School project in Maine on the 
grounds of economy. 

It seems as though they were for 
economy and cutting the budget unless 
it involved projects in their own districts. 
They were willing to cut the budgeted 
item for Maine. They were willing to vote 
against even only one-half of the amount 
budgeted by the President for the Maine 
project. 

But they not only did not practice 
economy themselves on their own dis
tricts but instead voted to increase ap
propriations for projects that had not 
even been budgeted. 

We of Maine have supported power 
projects for every region of the country. 
There seems to be little, if any, reci-
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procity on their part for Maine and New 
England. 

This is a project that has been worked 
on very hard, and has been authorized 
by the_P~blic Works Committee, of which 
my d1stmguished colleague is a very 
infiuential member. It has never been 
treated on a partisan basis. I would not 
exp_ect it to be.~ Maine needs this power. 
Mame needs what it will bring in low
cost electricity. 

I am grateful that the Senate has up
held both the House and Senate con
ferees on this project. I would hope that 
the House would vote as much confi
dence and approval of the action of their 
conferees as well as the Senate con
ferees. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the distin
guished Senator. 

I believe that great part of our Nation 
an old and distinguished part of our Na~ 
tion, should have a measuring stick of 
the actual cost of producing power to 
help force down the cost of power in that 
very great section of our Nation. 

Mrs. SMITH. I have been a .member 
of the Appropriations Committee and 
the Public Works Subcommittee for 
many years. I have supported projects all 
over the country. Maine asks for very 
little and receives very little. This is not 
something that is given to us. It is some
thing that is paying for itself. It is self
liquidating over the years, and the ratio 
of 1.9 to 1.0-I believe the chairman will 
bear me out-is higher than in most 
projects of this type. ~ 
. Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I be

lleve the RECORD should show that not 
only was this project sponsored by Presi
dent Kennedy, who was familiar with 
the situation in New England, but also, 
this policy was pursued by ,the present 
administration. 

I repeat what the distinguished senior 
Senator from Maine has said: There is 
no partisan aspect to this project .. This 
is not a provincial or parochial project. 
This is a project that has been supported 
not only by the Representatives in Maine 
but also by Representatives throughout 
New England, including Rhode Island. 
Our Rhode Island support of this pro
gram has been unanimous. 

The budget request was $1,6f16,000. It 
was allowed by the Appropriations Com
mittee of the House and was rejected on 
the floor of the House, which, to me-to 
use an appropriate word-was a disgrace
ful act. To me, it was disappointing and 
incomprehensible; 

The Senator from Rhode Island and 
the Senators from Maine have stood up 
time and time again to support similar 
projects all over the country because we 
felt that the development of the natural 
resources of this country would inure to 
the benefit of all the people. 

This is no charity deal. The Dickey
Lincoln power project has a benefit-to
cost ratio of 1.9 to 1-almost 2 to 1. 

That is a better showing than more 
than a hundred other projects encom
passed in this public works bill. 

We are not on the floor of the Senate 
today asking for sympathy. We do not 
have our hand out or our hat in our 
hand, asking for charity. All we ask for 
is justice and equity; that is all we want. 

We have the highest power rates in 
the country. This project is essential in 

New England, if we are to bring that high 
cost of electricity down. 

I believe it is high time we reject this 
sectionalism. Simply because this was 
a line item, it died on the floor of the 
House of Representatives. I say that was 
a discouraging and a very disgraceful act. 
I hope, now that our very distinguished 
manager of the bill has seen fit to put 
only a fraction of the estimate back in 
the bill, that the House will review the 
matter and look once again into its con
science and do what is right-not for 
New England, but for the people of the 
United States of America. 

I thank my distinguished colleague 
the Senator from Louisiana, for the fin~ 
leadership he has shown in this matter. 
He has gone beyond the line of duty, and 
I congratulate him. 
. Mr. MUSKIE. Mr." President, I should 

hke to make two or three additional 
points which I believe are pertinent for 
the .REjCORD at this time, as we send this 
proJect back to the conference commit
tee. 

Fi:st! I should like to express my ap
preciation to the distinguished Senator 
from Louisiana; the distinguished Sen
ator from Florida; my distinguished col
league [Mrs. SMITHJ, who has worked so 
hard over the years for this project; and 
the Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. PAS
TORE]. 

The Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. 
PASTORE] I think has toµched upon the 
equity ' of this proposition. Since I have 
been a member of the Committee on Pub
lice Works I have participated in · the 
approval of 28 Federal public projects 
acro.ss this country. Of those 28 Federal 
public projects only two had a higher 
benefit-cost ratio than Dickey-Lincoln 
School. Not one of the other 28 has ever 
been challenged· in either House of con
gress:.o Yet, Dickey-Lincoln School has 
been · selected ais one project in a $4 to 
$5 billion public works bill to attack. 
!he ~rgument is cynically made that this 
is .ar: economy move. Mr. President) $1.6 
milhon out of almost $5 billion has been 
selected for deletion as an "economy" 
move. 

I wish to make another point. Last 
week I as~ed the Army Engineers to send 
me a map of the United States showing 
every Federal .puplic power project that 
has ever been constructed or authorized 
or which is under construction any~ 
where in the country. I have that map 
and that map shows that in the Far 
West, in the Southwest, in the South, in 
the Southeast Federal public power proj
ects are scattered across the landscape 
and there are so many that they ar~ 
difficult to count; but north of the 
Mason-Dixon line, east of the Mississippi 
River not a single Federal public power 
project. 

In aii. of these projects in other parts 
of the country they had to tneet the same 
guidelines and the same tests which have 
been applied to the Dickey-Lincoln 
School. Dickey-Lincoln School is justi
fied by every standard that has been used 
to authorize every one of these other 
Federal public power projects over the 
years. 

Why, then, Mr. President, is Dickey
Lincoln School being deleted from this 
bill? It is being deleted for only one 

:eason. New England is the one remain
~ng intact preserve of the private power 
mdustry and they intend that it remain 
so._ They even enlisted the assistance of 
private power companies across the 
country to bring pressure upon their 
Congressmen against Dickey-Lincoln 
School. 

Why should a private utility located 
tl~ousan~s of miles from the St. John 
River pick up the telephone and apply 
~ressure o~ Co~ressmen without know
mg ou: region, without knowing its needs 
and without knowing its resources? This 
company sought to apply pressure to its 
Congressmen to vote against the Dickey
Lincol~ School because the entire private 
power mdustry sees this industry as the 
on.e. re~aining preserve of the .private 
utillty mdustry in this country. 

T1;eY are the ones we are fighting, Mr. 
Pres~dent, and they have used every 
tactic in the book. I intend later in the 
day to cover some of that record. They 
have used every tactic in the book ex
cept fact and merit to fight this project. 
They brought pressure through every 
means they could devise and conjure up 
against this project. They do not want 
the Dickey-Lincoln School for New Eng
land, not because it does not have merit 
but because it would provide a yardstick 
for their performance. 

We have already gotten some benefits 
of a public power yardstick from the 
fact that this measure was introduced. 
There is an agency called the Electrical 
Coordinating Council in New England 
~ade up of executives of 18 private utili
it~ companies in New England. It has 
existed for almost 20 years and for 1 7 
years it never produced a rate reduction 
f o.r Maine power consumers. However, 
~ithin 2 months-and I think it is less 
time than that-of the time President 
Johnson sent this project to the Hill 
and prio_r to the time the House of Rep~ 
resentatives was to consider it the Maine 
power companies asked for a ~te reduc
tion. 

Every time there has been a significant 
development in the Dickey-Lincoln 
School project on either side, in either 
body, another rate reduction is applied 
for; oh, not very big; it did not provide 
many benefits for the householder. The 
last one took place within a month of 
the day we are now considering this 
project in the Senate, and undertaking 
to make a case. 

. What will happen if the Dickey
Lmcoln School dies? Will we see more 
requests for rate reductions? I hope the 
Senate will pardon the cynicism of this 
Senator in suggesting we will have seen 
the last of them. They want to protect 
this area and they are applying pressure 
to the other body. 

I wish to say to Senators how much I 
appreciate the patience with which the 
entire Senate has supported Senator 
Smith and me in this project on both 
sides of the aisle. No voice has ever been 
raised in the Senate to oppose us and no 
voice has ever been raised to protest the 
best interests of the people of Maine or 
northern and southern New England. I 
appreciate that patience and consider
ation over the years, as I do this after
noon. 

I again thank the distinguished Sena
tor from Louisiana, my colleague from 
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Maine, and my Senate colleagues from 
New England, all of whom rallied behind 
us in this fight, and I hope effectively 
this time. 

<At this point, Mr. McGOVERN assumed 
the chair.) 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, since I 
have been in public life, New England 
has been in a grip of one of the most 
powerful power monopolies of any part 
of the United States. 

The monopoly, and it has been a vir
tual monopoly over the wholesale sup
ply of power in all six New England 
States up to a few years ago, is centered 
in Boston. Ever since I can remember the 
motto has been: "Give as little as you can 
and charge as much as you can get for 
it!' They have virtually ignored the 
meaning of the words "public service." 

Dickey-Lincoln has been voted down 
in the House of Representatives because 
the private power monopoly does not 
want it passed. They have exerted pres
sure enough to prevent its acceptance 
by some whose districts would benefit 
from it if it cQuld become law. 

They say that up to a few years ago 
this was perhaps the tightest power 
monopoly anywhere. It is still the tight
est power monopoly in four New England 
States, and these people do not intend 
to give up that monopoly if they can 
help it. 

A few years ago, due to the fact that 
St. Lawrence power was developed, my 
State of Vermont enjoyed relief from 
this unconscionable situation. I am 
happy to say that Vermont is now, I be
lieve, 30th in rank according to prices 
paid for electrical energy. If I remember 
correctly, the State of Maine pays the 
highest rate of any State in the Union. 
Maine ranks 5oth. It is followed by New 
Hampshire, Massachusetts, and Rhode 
Island. I do not know the order in which 
those four States come. However, those 
four States today are compelled to pay 
a higher rate for their electricity than 
any other comparable region of the en
tire United States. 

I think Congress should not hesitate 
in the least to do justice to this area. 
They are fighting against a monopoly 
to which money means practically 
nothing, because they tack it onto the 
bills of the people that they are exploit
ing. I think that is the word to use. 

In my State this year, where the St. 
Lawrence Power forced a reduction in 
electrical rates, the use of electricity has 
increased about 12 percent over last year 
and in previous years since St. Lawrence 
Power has been available it has been in
creasing about 10 percent a year. But the 
utility operators cannot see that they can 
make more money by selling more power 
at lower rates. All they have to do is look 
at the utilities in my State to see that 
that is possible. However, they are fearful 
that Dickey-Lincoln will provide a yard
stick for Maine, New Hampshire, Mas
sachusetts, and Rhode Island to get 
power at a fair rate, which would be a 
reflection on the honor of the utilities, 
they seem to think. 

I have worked with the senior Senator 
from Maine for many years, as well as 
the junior Senator from Maine. So far as 
I know, every Senator from Maine since 
this project came up has supported it, as 
well as every Representative. 

I believe that is true of Vermont, too, 
where we have had an example of what 
reasonable cost for power can do for a 
community. 

I hope that the power of rthese monop
olists has :waned enough so rthat :the pro
viso for this modest appropriation for 
Dickey-Lincoln will be approved at this 
session of Congress. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I wish to assure the 
distinguished chairman of the Appro
priations Subcommittee on Public Works. 
the Senators from Maine and Vermont, 
and others who have spoken on the sub
ject, that I would hope not only the con
ference committee on the part of the 
House-which I think will understand 
what is happening here-but also the 
House as a whole, will understand that 
there is bipartisan and total unity in the 
Senate on this subject, and will react 
accordingly. 

Mr. AIKEN. Amen. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I sug

gest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 

will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

ESTABLISHMENT OF A NATIONAL 
COMMISSION ON PRODUCT SAFE
TY 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 

that the Chair lay before the Senate a 
message from the House on Senate Joint 
Resolution 33, to establish a National 
Commission on Product Safety. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be
fore the Senate the amendments of the 
House of Representatives to the joint 
resolution (S.J. Res. 33) to establish a 
National Commission on Product Safety, 
which were: 

On page 2, line 9, after "experience.'', insert 
"Not more than four members of the Com
mission may be members of the same political 
party." 

On page 5, line 4, strike out "paragraph 
(a) of this section" and insert "this subsec-
tion." · 

On page 5, strike out all after line 23 over 
through and including 5 on page 6, and in
sert: 

"(c) The Commission ls authorized to re
quest from any department, agency, or in
dependent instrumentality of the Govern
ment any information it deems necessary to 
carry out its functions under this joint res
olution; and each such department, agency, 
or independent instrumentality is authorized. 
to cooperate with the Commission and, to 
the extent permitted by law, to furnish such 
information to the Commission upon request 
made by the Chairman or the Vice Cha.tr
moan when acting as Chairman." 

On page 8, strike out all after line 16 down 
through and including line 25, and insert: 

" ( c) The head of any Federal agency is 
authorized to detail, on a reimbursable bas,is, 
any of its personnel to assist in carrying out 
the duties of the Commission under this 
joint resolution." 

On page 9, line 8, strike out "the" where 
it appears the second time. 

On page 9, line 18, strike out "2 (b)" and 
insert "2(c) ". 

On page 9, line 21, strike out "The" and 
insert "As used in this joint resolution, the". 

On page 9, line 25, strike out "regulated" 
and insert "which are subject to regulations 
prescribed". 

On page 10, line 14, strike out "Act" and 
insert "joint resolution". 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
move that the Senate concur in the 
House amendments. 

The PRESIDING '-OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion 
of the Senator from Montana. 

The motion was agreed to. 

STATEMENT BY COMMITTEE ON 
STANDARDS AND CONDUCT RE
GARDING SENATOR EDWARD V. 
LONG, OF MISSOURI 
Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, this is 

a statement on behalf of the Commit
tee on Standards and Conduct. 

The committee has taken note of the 
second article concerning Senator ED
WARD v. LONG, of Missouri, by Mr. Wil
liam Lambert, published in the Life 
magazine issue dated November 10, 1967. 

Shortly after the appearance of the 
first article, the committee staff inter
viewed Mr. Lambert at length on at 
least four occasions, in addition to hold
ing several telephone conversations with 
him, concerning the basis of his allega
tions against Senator LoNG. Mr. Lam
bert suggested various sources of in
formation and provided much useful 
background information about his ar
ticle. These leads and this information 
were reparted to the committee by the 
staff. The committee later weighed all 
this information, as well as informa
tion from other sources including the 
results of interviews from leads pro
vided by Mr. Lambert. 

The committee cannot definitely state 
now that there is any new and substan
tial evidence in the second article. But 
in view of Mr. Lambert's close associa
tion with the matter, the committee will 
fully consider his latest allegations, with
in the framework of Senator LoNG's 
conduct as a Member of the Senate. 

In order to assure that Mr. Lambert 
has the full opportunity to elaborate on 
his allegations, the committee has di
rected its chief counsel to talk with him 
again and to obtain whatever supporting 
evidence he has of any facts on which 
his conclusions are based. 

Mr. President, that concludes the 
statement. As I say, it is a statement not 
by its chairman but by the committee. 

I thank the Senator from Montana for 
yielding to me. 

FEASIBILITY INVESTIGATIONS OF 
CERTAIN WATER RESOURCE DE
VELOPMENTS 
Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, I ask 

that the Chair lay before the Senate a 
message from the House of Representa
tives on S. 1788. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be
fore the Senate a message from the 
House of Representatives announcing its 
disagreement to . the amendment of the 
Senate to the amendment of the House 
to the bill <S. 1788) to authorize the 
Secretary of the Interior to engage in 
feasibility investigations of certain wa
ter resource developments, and request
ing a conference with the Senate on the 
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disagreeing votes of the two Houses 
thereon. · 

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, I move 
that the Senate insist upcn its amend
ment to the House amendment to S. 
1788, and agree to the conference re
quested by the House of Representatives 
thereon, and that the Chair appoint the 
conferees on the part of the Senate. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Presiding Officer appointed Mr. JACKSON, 
Mr. ANDERSON, and Mr. KUCHEL confer
ees on the part of the Senate. 

IMPORTANCE OF THE CATTLE IN
DUSTRY TO OUR ECONOMY 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, the 
October 23 newsletter of the American 
Farm Bureau Federation contained a 
table on the sources of farm incorr..e in 
the United States. 

It is interesting, I believe, thalt cattle 
sales are the leading income producer in 
21 States; second highest producer in 
10 States; aind third in five others. AB a 
result, livestock and livestock products 
in 1966 earned about 57.3 percent of all 
farm income, with cattle accounting for 
just over 24 percent. 

Because ·the livestock .industry is char
acterized lby small, family, and inde
pendent businesses, I have long been 
interested in fostering the developments 
which will give our farmers and ranchers 

a foundation for sound, long-term prog
ress. 

The inquiry which I conducted in the 
Small Business Committee between 1964 
and 1967 on foreign market opportunities 
wa.s one facet of the picture. The inves
tigation of tax problems of livestock pro
ducers currently underway in that com
mittee, is another. However, the eco
nomic relationships and p·roblems of the 
livestock industry are so numerous and 
far reaching that they will call for the 
attention and the best efforts of indus
try in government for many years to 
come. 

A part of this effort which is deserving 
of public notice is the economic research 
performed by farm organizations such as 
the Farm Bureau and the American Na
tional Cattlemen's Association. For ex
ample, the Cattlemen's Association, in 
its testimony of May 1966, made an 
analysis of the low profit margins char
acterizing many segments of the cattle 
industry, which tend to undermine a 
businesslike respcnse to the market Po
tentials and problems of livestock sales. 

Further work of the association pro
duced a publication entitled "Current 
Cattle Feeding and Production Facts and 
Associated Economic Relationships" in 
July 1967. This study examined and 
charted the economics of feeding cattle 
to various weights. I believe this pub
lication is an example of the valuable 

work which associations of private busi
nessmen can do in the public interest. 

The Cattlemen's Association and its 
State a.tllliates, including the Alabama 
Cattlemen's Association, also follow the 
shifting conditions of the industry 
closely and perform a valuable service 
by representing the interests of the mem
bers whose enterprises are so important 
to our economy and to the majority of 
States across the Nation. 

I ask unanimous consent that an ex
cerpt from the Farm Bureau newsletter 
giving the 1966 cash receipts for the two 
leading farm commodities be printed in 
the RECORD at this point for information 
of all concerned. 

There being no objection, the excerpt 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
[From the American Farm Bureau o:fllclal 

newsletter, Oct. 23, 1967 p. 171) 
CATTLE SALES ARE FIRST IN FARM CASH 

RECEIPTS 

Sales of cattle were the major source of 
cash receipts from farming in 21 states in 
1966, USDA has reported. 

Dairy products ranked first in 13 states; 
broilers in four; tobacco in three; and wheat 
in two. 

This table, prepared by the Department, 
shows the five principal sources of cash re
ceipts from farming in each of the 50 states. 
It also shows where each state ranks relative 
to the others in cash receipts from the vari
ous commodities. 

{Italic figures indicate the rank of States in the United States. Cash receipts in millions of dollars] 

Livestock and Excerpt the 2 leading commodities for cash receipts 1 
Total products Crops 

St.at.e 2 

Rank Cash Rank Cash Rank Cash Commodity Cash Commodity Cash 
receipts receipts receipts receipts receipts 

Maine_ --- ------ ____ -- -- -- -- -- ---- - 98 249. 0 S8 143 98 106. 0 Potatoes (2) __________________ 80 Broilers (9)------------------- 53 New Hampshire ___________________ 48 58. 0 47 47 47 12. 0 Dairy products (41) __________ 3 Eggs (SS)--------------------- 16 
Vermont_ _________ ----------------- 44 139. 0 4J 124 46 15.0 Dairy products (J4)---------- 104 Cattle <41>------------------- 13 
Massachusetts ___ _____ ____________ • 42 171. 0 49 93 40 78.0 Dairy products (SO) ___________ 50 Greenhouse ~urseries (9) _____ 27 Rhode Island_. ___ _______ ___ __ _____ 49 22. 0 49 12 49 10. 0 Dairy products (49) ___________ 6 Greenhouse nurseries (SJ) ____ 5 Connecticut_ __________ ---- _________ 49 168.0 42 101 41 67.0 Dairy products (32) __________ 45 Eggs (22) ____ ______ ---- _______ 37 New York _____ ___ _____________ ____ 15 1, 002. 0 13 687 2J 315.0 Dairy products (2) ___________ 491 Cattle (SS)_ --- __ --- ___ ---- ___ 83 
New Jersey_---------------- ------ - 37 274.0 40 127 96 148.0 Dairy products (27) __________ 56 Eggs (J7) __________ : __________ 42 Pennsylvania •• _____________ _______ 17 913.0 14 675 28 238.0 Dairy products (5) ___________ 369 Cattle (27) ___________________ 112 Ohio ____ ___ ________________________ JJ l, 302. 0 11 731 8 571.0 Dairy products (7) ___________ 240 Hogs (7) _____________________ 186 Indiana ___ _____________ ------ _____ _ 8 1,461. 0 10 800 7 66,1. 0 Hogs (3) _____ ________ ------ __ 368 Corn (3) ____ ______________ ___ 301 
Illinois _______ ______ -- -- -- ---- -- -- -- 3 2, 763. 0 4 1,326 2 1, 437. 0 Corn (1) ____________________ _ 751 Hogs (2) ___________ _____ _____ 588 Michigan _______ ____ ____________ ____ 18 886. 0 J8 488 J6 398.0 Dairy products (6) __ _______ __ 241 Cattle (24)-- _ -- - - -- - - ---- - - -- 127 
Wisconsin __________ -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 9 1,420. 0 6 1,218 32 202.0 Dairy products (1) ___________ 745 Cattle (13) ____ _______ ____ ·-- - 211 Minnesota ________________ ________ _ 5 1, 816. 0 5 1,271 JO 544.0 Cattle (8) ___________ --------- 458 Dairy products (4) ___________ 374 
Iowa ______ _______ __ ------ ____ ------ 2 3, 460. 0 J 2,573 4 887. 0 Cattle (1) ____________________ 1, 145 Hogs (1) _____________ ---- -- - - 1,046 Missouri_ ___________________________ JO 1. 384. 0 9 918 J4 466.0 Cattle (1 J) ___________________ 374 Hogs (4)- --------- --------- -- 310 North Dakota _____________________ 23 732. 0 28 271 J5 461. 0 Wheat(£) _________ ------- - __ _ 257 Cattle (14) __ ________________ _ 187 South Dakota ______________________ 19 880. 0 12 692 33 188. 0 Cattle (10) _____ ___ ______ __ ___ 412 Hogs (8) __ -----~--- ________ __ 156 
Nebraska __ ---------- ______________ 6 1, 680. 0 7 1, 139 JJ 542. 0 Cattle (3) ________ __________ __ 794 Hogs (6) ______________ _ ------ 231 Kansas __ __________________________ 7 1,533. 0 8 977 9 556. 0 Cattle (4)- _. ___ __________ __ __ 756 Wheat (1) ____ ________ ________ 326 
Delaware ______ -------- --- --------- 45 128.0 44 91 42 37.0 Broilers (8) ___________________ 71 Corn (ll) ____________________ 12 
Maryland __________ ---- -- __ -------- 35 333.0 33 226 37 106.0 Broilers (5) ___ ________ ________ 93 Dairy products (J9) ________ __ 84 Virginia ____________________________ 31 507.0 27 282 29 225.0 Da~ products (18) __________ 88 Tobacco (4)- ---------- - ------ 81 
West Virginia_--------------------- • 46 105.0 45 85 45 21.0 Catt e (38) ___________________ 28 Dairy products( 42) __________ 21 North Carolina ___ _________________ . JS 1, 295. 0 J9 480 5 815. 0 Tobacco (J) _______ ___ ________ 519 Broilers W------------------- 142 South Carolina _____________________ 34 397.0 39 138 £6 259.0 Tobacco (3) ______________ __ __ 88 Soybeans (J4)---------------- 50 
Georgia ___________ ----------------- 14 1,016.0 J5 633 18 383.0 Broilers (1) ______ _____ ______ __ 225 Eggs (S) ______________________ 175 Florida ____________ _______ _______ ___ JS 1,039.0 S5 297 6 742.0 Oranges (1) ___________ _______ 214 g:iif: ~f~~::::::::::::::::: :: 103 
Kentucky ____________ --- -------- __ _ 25 711.0 .es 384 ~ 327.0 Tobacco(£) _________ ---------- 240 165 Tennessee ____________________ ---- __ S7 603.0 B4 345 S7 258.0 Cattle (SS) _______ __ __________ 129 Dairy products (15)_ ---- - ---- 99 Alabama ______ ______ ___________ -___ S6 647.0 so 465 S4 182.0 Broilers (3) _ ----------------- 161 Cattle (B5) ___________________ 121 
Mississippi___---------------------- 22 784.0 BB 398 17 386.0 Cotton lint (S) _______________ 170 Cattle (20) __ ----------------- 146 
Arkansas __ ------------------------ J6 935.0 SJ 440 1S 496.0 Soybeans (4)----- --- ----- --- - 230 Broilers (2) __ ---------------- 175 Louisiana __________ ________________ SB 550.0 S4 221 19 329.0 Cattle (28)_ ------------------ 111 

~~:ai
3

~s>=========== = === = ==== 99 
Oklahoma ____________ -- --- ---- ---- 20 853.0 17 562 18 290.0 Cattle (9) ____________________ 445 167 
Texas _________ ----------------- ____ 4 2,699. 0 s 1,385 s 1,313.0 Cattle (S) __ -- ---------------- 896 Cotton lint (1) _______________ 424 
Montana _____ ___ ------ -- -- -- ---- --- 32 503.0 !6 288 so 215.0 Cattle (JS) ___________________ 235 Wheat (5) ____________________ 140 
Idaho _____ __ ____ ___ --- _____ ___ -- -- _ 29 542.0 so 240 SS 302.0 Cattle (SJ). _________ ---- - - ___ 138 Potatoes (1) ______ _______ _____ 113 Wyoming ___________ _______________ S9 204.0 S6 172 44 32.0 Cattle (22) _____ __ __ __ ________ 132 Sheep, lambs (6) . _____________ 21 Colorado ________ _____ _________ ___ __ SJ 826.0 16 618 SJ 208.0 Cattle (7) _____ ------- -- --- -- - 497 Wheat (14) ___________________ 50 
New Mexico_.--------------------- 36 290.0 85 192 S9 98.0 Cattle (19) __ ----------------- 155 Cotton lint (10) ______________ 33 
Arizona _______ -- -- -- ---- -- -- -- ---- - SS 500.0 SJ 232 25 268.0 Cattle (16) ________________ --- 181 Cotton lint (5) ________ _______ 9() 
Utah __ --- ------------------~ --- -- - 4J 188.0 37 150 49 37.0 Cattle (S5) ___________________ 56 Dairy products (97) ___ _______ 35 
Nevada _______ _____ _ -------'- -- _____ 47 63.0 46 52 48 11. 0 Cattle (S7) ___________________ 40 Dairy products (47) _______ __ _ 7 
Washington __ ____ ___ ------ __ -- ----- 24 727.0 S9 257 JS 469.0 Wheat (6) _. _________ ------ ___ 139 Dairy products (17) __________ 95 
Oregon _______ . ______ -- ---- _ -- - __ -- _ so 514.0 se 232 e4 282.0 Cattle (26) ___ __ ______________ 119 Dairy products (SJ) __________ 48 
California _________ ----- _______ -- -- _ 1 3, 948.0 s 1, 557 J 2, 391. 0 Cattle (5) ____________________ 711 Dairy products (3) ___________ 422 
Alaska __________ -- -------- -- ---- -- - 50 4.5 50 3 50 1. 5 Dairy products (50) __________ 2 Eggs (49) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 1 
Hawaii__-------------------------- 40 199.0 48 37 95 162.0 Sugarcane __ _________ __ __ ----_ (2) Pineapples _________ ._. __ • -- -• (2) 

United States (48 States) _____ 43,219. 0 24, 835 18,384. 0 Cattle ____ _____ ___ __ ------ __ • 10, 432 Dairy products _______________ 5,502 
United States (50 States). ____ 43,423.0 24, 876 18, 547.0 ____ do _____________ ___ ----- __ _ 10,443 ____ do ____________ ------------- 5,516 

1 See news letter, Sept. 4, p. 143, for national rank and value of commodities. 
2 Cash receipts for Hawaii sugarcane and pineapples are not available for publication. 

Source: Economic Research Service, USDA~ 
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FIVE ILLUSTRIOUS ALUMNI OF the Distinguished Service Award. The pre

THE UNIVERSITY OF MONTANA sentation is scheduled as a. highlight of the 
HONORED university's Homecoming in Missoula Oct. 

20-21. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, the 

University of Montana, at Missoula, 
honored five alumni for the recognition 
their careers have brought to the univer
sity. The alumni association presented 
distinguished service awards during the 
homecoming weekend. 

The awards were made to Robert C. 
Hendon, New York; Anne C. Kimball, 
Cornell Medical College; Joseph E. Mc
Dowell, New York; Richard K. O'Malley, 
Frankfurt, Germany; and Gordon Rogn-
1ien, Kalispell, Mont. 

The people of Butte, Mont., have a 
special fondness for one of the recip
ients-Dick O'Malley. He grew up in 
Butte and was well known as a local re
porter and political writer. Later he be
came associated with the Associated 
Press, then went on to a distinguished 
career as a war correspondent in World 
War II. Dick was bureau chief in Denver, 
and then overseas again, and now with 
the AP in Frankfurt, Germany. 

Dr. Anne c. Kimball, of the department 
of medicine at Cornell Medical College, 
is the second member of her family to 
receive the award. Her late sister, Mary, 

. was similarly honored in 1962. Dr. Kim
ball is an expert on the effects of para
sites on the nervous system. 

Joseph E. McDowell, of Deer Lodge, 
has had a varied career as a lawyer with 
Government agencies and a private firm 
in Washington, D.C., and now heads his 
own company in New York City. 

Gordon Rognlien, a favorite son of the 
Flathead, is the only one of the five 
who has never strayed far from Montana 
except in the service of his country dur
ing World War II. He is one of the out
standing lawyers in the State, as well as 
one of its most active participants in civic 
affairs. · 

The career of Robert C. Hendon, cur
rently president of the University of 
Montana Alumni Association, runs the 
gamut from administrative assistant to 
FBI Director J. Edgar Hoover, to nation
al vice president of the Railway Express 
Agency. 

Mr. President, each of these outstand
ing alumni has brought credit to the 
University of Montana and to the State. 
I ask unanimous consent to have printed 
in the RECORD two features published in 
the Montana Standard of October 8. One 
concerns Dick O'Malley; the other is a 
personality sketch of the recipients of 
the distinguished service award. 

Now 57, the Irish Harp has seen many 
parts of the world since he wrote his first 
yarn as a schoolboy of 13. His father, Mal
colm George O'Malley, an outstanding re
porter and political writer in his day in 
Butte, edited what once was a widely read 
nostalgic Sunday feature in The Montana. 
Standard. It was called "Echoes of the Dis
tant Past." The elder O'Malley, died in 1949. 
Cora O'Malley, Dick's mother, died the same 
year. She had been a. local neighborhood 
columnist and reporter for the Butte papers 
for many years. 

A graduate of Butte High School, where 
as top cheerleader he exhorted Bulldog ath
letes to put forth a little extra in the name 
of victory, he went on to the university's 
School of Journalism, class of '35. For awhile 
during his college years O'Malley did some 
moonlighting as a night-time railroad police
man in the NP yards. 

"Don't believe any stories about me as a 
cinder dick," he says. "It's a base canard 
that I used to snatch big hoboes off the 
trains and run them over to the gym to suit 
up in Grizzly football armor. But maybe I 
should have." 

The Portland native-he was in infancy 
when the family moved to Butte-emerged 
from school to become a reporter for the 
Helena Independent. He covered the Capitol 
during part of Gov. Roy E. Ayers' adminis
trations. He switched to the Great Falls 
Leader, then, and for 14 months worked 
under the late Joe Howard. He did a brief 
moonlighting stretch even then, as a hostler 
in the railroad shops at night and on days 
off. 

When a vacancy occurred in the Helena 
staff of the Associated Press, O'Malley 
grabbed it. This writer was a member of that 
staff and in November 1943 wangled a trans
fer to the Denver AP bureau. In a matter of 
months O'Malley also hit the trail to Den
ver AP, but World War II was in full swing 
and O'Malley, itchy-footed as an old vaude
ville trouper, couldn't wait to have a go at 
it. He used hard work, Gaelic wit and con
stant persuasion until he landed on AP's 
West Coast foreign desk in San Francisco, 
where he joined another ex-Montanan, Roy 
Roberts. 

From there it was westward-ho and an 
assignment as a full-fledged war corre
spondent. He joined the U.S. :fleet at Leyte. 
Some of his eye-catching reports were classics 
of their time-a description of the gooney 
birds on Wake Island (the birds :fly back
ward, although they probably never tried 
it until they met The O'Malley), a person
ality sketch of the inimitable Adm. Bull Hal
sey, interviews with Nimitz, MacArthur and 
other top-drawer war leaders, and the memo
rable day in Tokyo Bay, when he helped cover 
the Japanese surrender aboard the battleship 
Missouri. 

The war over, O'Malley went off to Korea, 
perhaps little suspecting this itself would 
be the next big international combat arena. 
An oriental virus bit him, though, and he 
was invalided to a hospital in Tokyo. 

Even there O'Malley did not lack for di
(From The Butte-Anaconda (Mont.) stand- version. He had .a second-floor room with a 

ard, Oct. a, 1967] window . overlooking the street. When he 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

heard the heavy clock-clock-clock of some 
Ex-BUTTE MAN AS REPORTER CovERs THE masculine Japanese approaching in wooden 

WORLD-DICK O'MALLEY: RAIL HOSTLER TO shoes along .· the sidewalk, O'Malley would 
NEWS HUSTLER amuse himself by directing expertly-aimed 

(By W111iam J. Clark) bagsful of water from above. 
Kilroy, according to popular belief, "was "Got four so far," he exulted once in a 

here" in a lot of places, but chances are that letter. "One more, and they're going to deco
Richard Kilroy O'Malley beat the shadowy rate me as an ace." 
figure to it more than once. Recovered or nearly so, O'Malley came 

Dick O'Malley, who grew up here when home and was made bureau chief in Denver. 
Butte seemed a lot more brassy and some- Then it was overseas again, this time to 
times turbulent, is one of ftve University of write the summer Olympics in England. 
Montana products who wlll receive the U of · He was stationed for a time in AP Berlin, 
M Alu.m,ni Association's highest . rooogn1tion, 

1
, ~nd there ex~~rienced a couple of rich mo-

ments career-wise. He and Montgomery Clift 
and Paul Douglas were in principal roles in 
the movie "The Big Lift," which was built 
around the famed airlift operations which 
kept the Berliners from starving. O'Malley 
was cast as a photographer. 

There was a period when the Berlin City 
Hall was divided, with West Germans on one 
side of the building and Communists in the 
other half. One day when a West German 
photographer edged too near the line in the 
corridor and was grabbed from the opposite 
side in an apparent kidnep, O'Malley wal
loped a couple of the would-be abductors 
and yanked his friend to safety. 

The Irishman went to Bonn and from 
there to one of the top AP commands in the 
world--chief of AP in Moscow. He scored a 
number of world beats in the checkered days 
of Bulganin and Khrushchev, but it didn't 
last. Moscow expelled him on a charge of 
dealing illegally in currency. 

"Everybody was doing it," he explained 
afterward, "and everybody was expected to 
do it. But they had a rule against it--you 
know, something like 'don't spit on the 
street.' And they always waited until some
body worried them too much, and then 
they'd pounce with a triumphant: 'Ha! We 
caught you.'" 

So O'Malley became assigned to Paris, after 
taking a flier to Cyprus in 1956 to handle yet 
another war. Then it was back to Denver 
briefly, after which he found himself still an
other war. This was in Algeria, with French 
against Algerians. O'Malley even managed 
there to cover two wars at the same time, 
his job reporting the French sweep in Algeria 
and the uprising of Tunisian forces against 
the French over the sea base of Bizerte. "It 
was a hell of a busy week," he recalls. 

O'Malley became AP chief in Paris March 
16, 1959. He accompanied De Gaulle to Presi
dent Kennedy's funeral, and both went back 
to Parts to keep fingers on the French pulse. 
Nearly one year ago he and his wife, the 
former Jeanne Bright, a reporter and writer 
in her own right, transferred to AP Frank
furt, where they live in an old but charming 
villa on the edge of a forest. 

He has seen and talked with many world 
statesmen and m111tary musclemen--Church-
111, Khrushchev, Bulganin, Adenauer, De 
Gaulle, Ben Bella, Habib Bourguiba. The list 
ls long. And eventually, where? 

It may be County Galway in Ireland, where 
he managed a few years ago to buy some 
frontage on a beautiful lake. He found it on 
a vacation trip. 

"It was the first time in 40 years any prop
erty there had changed hands," he reported. 
"If my name hadn't been O'Malley, and I 
hadn't chanced to have a little workout first 
with the Blarney Stone, I'd never have got 
it." 

[From the Butte-Anaconda (Mont.) Stand
ard, Oct. 8, 1967] 

FIVE UM ALUMNI WILL RECEIVE DISTIN
GUISHED SERVICE AWARDS 

MissoULA.-Five alumni whose varied 
careers have brought recognition to the uni
versity of Montana will be honored with the 
presentation of the Alumni Association's 
highest accolade, the Distinguished Service 
Award. 

'l;'he presentation will be one of the high
lights of the University's Homecoming, Oct. 
20-21. 

The awards will be given in front o:r the 
University's Main Hall at the traditional 
Singing on the Steps which wm begin at 
7: 15 p.m. Oct. 20, Hugh Edwards, executive 
secretary of the Alumni Association, has an
no-qnced. 

The five honorees are: 
Robert C. Hendon, who received. a bachelor 

of arts degree in journalism from the univer
sity in 1931 and graduated from the UM Law 
School in 1934. He served with the Federal 
Bureau of Investigation for 13 years as a 
special agent and omcer in charge of various 
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divisions, and as administrative assistant to 
J. Edgar Hoover. In 1947 he joined the Rail
way Express Agency in New York City. He left 
REA for a short time in 1950 to become an 
assistant to the president and director of 
personnel for the Mathieson Chemical Corp. 
in Baltimore. He rejoined REA and is vice 
president in charge of industry affairs of 
the executive department and president of 
REA Seven-Arts Transvlslon. He also is presi
dent of the UM Foundation and w!l.11 be 
master of ceremonies at the Montana Mans
field dinner Oct. 14 in Helena. 

Anne C. Kimball, who received a bachelor 
of science degree in biology in 1929 from the 
University. Dr. Kimball concentrates her 
efforts on toxoplasmosis, which ls the study 
of a diseased condition resulting from the 
presence of parasites that act primarily on 
the nervous system. In 1951 she spent a 
month in Geneva with the World Health 
Organization before being sent to Burma for 
18 months. In Burma she did considerable 
study on toxoplasmosis. In 1963 she joined 
the Department of Medicine at Cornell Medi
cal College as an assistant professor. Dr. 
Kimball is the sister of the late Mary Kimball, 
who received the Distinguished Service 
Award in 1962. 

Joseph E. McDowell, who received a law 
degree from the UM Law School in 1938. He 
was an attorney in the Department of Justice 
and served four years in the infantry during 
World War n. In 1950 he returned to Ger
many on the sta:ff of John J. Mccloy, U.S. 
high commissioner for Germany. Subse
quently he was a partner in the law firm of 
Cummings & Sellers, Washington, D.C. Since 
March 1961 he has been president of Servo- · 
mation Corp., New York City. He is a trustee 
of the UM Foundation and a member of 
the Church-State Committee of the Ameri
can Civil Liberties Union. 

Richard K. O'Malley, ex-1935, who at
tended the UM School of Journalism. He 
began his newspaper career in 1932 with 
the Missoulian-Sentinel at Missoula. From 
1937 to 1941 he worked for the Helena Inde
pendent. He was with the Great Falls Leader 
from 1941 to 1942 before joining the Asso
ciated Press in Helena in 1942. A World War 
II correspondent, he has been assigned to 
Berlin, Frankfurt, Moscow, London, Geneva 
and Cyprus. He was made chief. of the AP 
bureau in Paris in 1959, a post he held until 
this year when he was appointed chief of the 
AP bureau in Frankfurt. 

Gordon Rognlien, who received a law de
gree from the University in 1930. Now a Kali
spell attorney, Rognlien is a former student 
body president of the University. He was the 
county attorney for Kalispell from 1934 to 
1943. He served on the Judge Advocate Gen
eral's staff in San Francisco to 1946. In 
1949 he and Marshall Murray set up a law 
partnership in Kalispell. He is now asso
ciated with the firm of Rognlien, Hash and 
O'Brien in Kalispell. 

He is district governor of Rotary, past 
president of the Alumni Association, past 
president of the Montana Bar Association 
and past president and charter member of 
the UM Foundation. 

THE DANGER OF INFLATION 
Mr. DIBKSEN. Mr. President, for a 

period of 8 days, the Chicago Tribune 
published editorials dealing with the 
danger of inflation in our country. The 
first seven editorials were entitled "How 
Sound Is Your Dollar?"; the eighth edi
torial summed up the great danger which 
we face because of the continuing infla-
tion. 

I commend this great newspaper for 
bringing to the attention of its readers 
the menace of inflation and the great 
harm it is causing our people. Because I 

feel these views should have wide pub
licity, I ask unanimous consent that the 
editorials be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the editorials 
were ordered to be printed in the REcoRD, 
as follows: 
[From the Chicago Tribune, Oct. 29, 1967) 

How SouNn Is YoUR DOLLAR? 
Lenin, the evil genius of the Russian revo

lution, contended that the United States 
could be forced to spend itself into a revo
lutionary crisis. "The best way to destroy 
the capitall..st system," he wrote, "is to de
bauch the currency." 

What is happening to our currency? How 
valid is the familiar standard of comparison, 
"sound as a dollar"? Is it still, in Washington 
Irving's words, "the almighty dollar, that 
great object of universal devotion"? If so, 
why have foreigners converted more than 10 
billion of their surplus dollars into gold since 
1952 and reduced the United States gold re
serve to 13 billion dollars? 

Responsible bankers and economists tell 
us that infiation ls not simply a possible 
danger-something we may have to worry 
about in the future--but ls hurting us now. 
Officials of the Johnson administration say 
the deficit in this fiscal year may reach 29 
billion dollars unless Congress votes a tax 
increase. Others believe the deficit may be 
much larger. Unless this deficit ls financed 
by printing new money, which would greatly 
increase the rate of infiation, the government 
will have to pay record-high interest rates to 
sell its bonds, in competition with private 
borrowers, in a money market that is already 
squeezed. Clearly we are facing a money 
crisis. 

Because this problem vitally concerns the 
welfare of all the people, the editor has de
cided to devote the entire space normally 
reserved for editorials of THE TRIBUNE for 
seven days, beginning today, to a special re
port on the money crisis. 

We are moved by a sense of public re
sponslb111ty to do this. It is not a pleasant 
undertaking. The "pursuit of happiness" is 
an American ideal, and the vision of an 
"affiuent society" ls far more agreeable than 
the specter of ruinous lnfiatlon. Moreover, 
those who are not absorbed in the pursuit 
of happiness have other things besides the 
value of the dollar to worry about, such as 
the manifestations of moral decay and dis
integration which some of our social philoso
phers ascribe to the affiuent society. 

What we are attempting to do ls not easy, 
either. If readers believe we are exaggerating 
the menace they will doubt our credibility. 
If we are too restrained they may wonder 
whether there is anything to be concerned 
about. 

People don't worry much about the pur
chasing power of the dollar so long as they 
have enough dollars to spend. It ls comfort
ing to be told th1:1.t the "gross national prod
uct of goods and services" [GNP] increased 
15 billion dollars in the third quarter of 1967 
to an annual rate, seasonally adjusted, of 790 
bllllon dollars--an average of $3,950 a year 
for 200,000,000 Americans. But inflation ac
counted for more than half of this increase 
in the GNP, which is simply the sum total of 
all spending. The GNP would be doubled 
overnight if the dollar were devalued by 50 
per cent. The GNP per capita in 1966 was 
$3,757, but compared with 1940 dollars it was 
only $1,619. Even in constant prices, however, 
the per capita GNP was more than twlcd as 
high in 1966 as the average of $761 in 1940. 

There are various measures of the rate of 
inflation, but the consumer price index, pub
lished by the bureau of labor statistics, ls 
the most meaningful for most citizens. It is 
based on the average cost of a long list of 
representative items purchased in American 
cities. In August, the dollar was worth 41.5 
cents, compared with its purchasing power 
in January, 1940. Tlle consumer price index 

rose only 1.3 per cent a year from 1959 thru 
1965, but in 1966 it climbed nearly 3 per cent 
and since May of this year the annual rate 
of increase has been 4.5 per cent. The rate 
may go much higher next year, especially if 
the federal deficit ls financed mainly by 
pumping out fresh supplies of money. When 
infiation reaches a rate of 4 or 5 per cent a 
year it begins to feed on itself. The people 
rush to buy things they want before the 
price becomes prohibitive. 

The classic definition of inflation ls "too 
much money chasing too few goods." This 
ls called "demand-pull" inflation. Another 
kind is called "cost-push" inflation. Pow
erful labor unions push wages up faster than 
productivity increases and big corporations 
pass their increased costs along to the con
sumers. The United States has had both 
kinds, but the trouble since 1965 has been 
"cost-push" infiation. Industry has been 
operating at 10 to 20 per cent below capacity, 
so there is no general shortage of goods. 
Settlements in the railroad and Ford Motor 
Co. strikes have established a pattern for 
labor cost increases of 6 per cent a year. 

The great danger ls that deficit financing 
will add "demand-pull" to "cost-push" infla
tion. Then it could run away with most of 
the nation's dollar assets unless totalitarian 
controls were adopted to suppress it. We 
could lose our economic freedom that way. 

Inflation eats up savings and all fixed
dollar assets, such as life insurance reserves 
pension and retirement funds, mortgages: 
government and corporat.ion bonds, and bank 
deposits. Hundreds of billions of dollars of 
such assets already have been wiped out by 
the 58.5 per cent decline of the dollar since 
1939. 

Infiation hurts everybody, but pensioners 
and others with fixed incomes, as well as 
salaried white-collar workers, are the first 
to suffer. Wage increases obtained by the 
labor unions may keep pace with living costs 
for a time, but in a runaway inflation the 
social order is disrupted and almost all of 
the people are impoverished. That is what 
happened in Germany from 1920 to 1923, 
when prices increased a trillion-fold. Women 
standing in line in food stores watched a con
stantly changing price table and the cost of 
their purchases often doubled or tripled 
before they could reach the cashier. 

There are no safe income-producing hedges 
against infiation. In the earlier stages of the 
German infiation common stocks advanced 
more rapidly than the depreciation of the 
paper mark, but in later stages wholesale 
and retail prices rose more rapidly than 
stocks. 

Economists disagree about the effect of 
deficit financing on the business cycle. Some 
believe the boom is over and that we face 
a severe slump. Others believe a slump can 
be avoided by a vast expansion of the money 
supply and bank credit to finance the deficit. 
This might be more disastrous than a slump. 
We have no crystal ball and we make no pre
dictions. We have consulted monetary au
thorities and other officials, economists, and 
bankers in Washington, New York, Chicago 
and Zurich, Switzerland, however, and there 
is general agreement that the present rate 
of deficit spending is extremely dangerous. 
We report the facts of this frightening situa
tion to alert the people. They can stop this 
reckless deficit spending if they want to. The 
way to stop it ls to cease clamoring for more 
and more federal spending programs and to 
put pressure on Congress to stop voting for 
them. 

[From the Chicago Tribune, Oct. 30, 1967) 
How SouNn Is YoUR Do11LAR? 

The shepherd boy of folklore had warned 
so many times that the wolf was coming that 
nobody believed him when the wolf finally 
came. So it is with those who have been 
warning for years that deficit spending would 
produce a financial crisis in this country. 
When they use the word "crisis" their credi-
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biUty is doubted. But the crisis is here, now. 
The wolf of inflation is no longer creeping at 
a stealthy rate of 2 to 3 per cent a year; he 
is boldly striding at an annual rate of 4¥2 
per cent and threatening to become voracious 
enough to eat up most of the nation's dollar 
assets . 

'J.'HE MONEY CRISIS 

Responsible officials in Washington frankly 
acknowledge that monetary policy in this 
country is no longer controlled by the fed
eral reserve system, which was established by 
law to maintain an "elastic" but sound cur
rency. Monetary policy is controlled by fiscal 
policy [spending], which in turn is con
trolled by the politicians. The politicians are 
committed to a policy of "guns and butter," 
of a "war on poverty" concurrently with the 
war in Viet Nam, of constantly expanding 
government and continuously rising deficits. 
Officials of the Johnson administration warn 
that the deficit in fiscal year 1968, ending 
next June 30, may reach 29 billion dollars 
without a proposed 7.4 billion dollar tax pro
gram, which has been rejected by the House 
ways and means committee. 

Others believe the deficit may be con
siderably larger. European bankers told 
American representatives at the recent an
nual meeting of the World Bank and Inter
national Monetary fund in Rio de Janeiro 
that they expect the United States deficit in 
fiscal year 1968 to reach 35 or 40 bi111on dol
lars. Fo,r the first time at one of these an
nual meetings European bankers, in private 
conversations, said they no longer believe 
budget estimates announced by the United 
States government. 

The credibility of official budget estimates 
has been impaired by this country's chronic 
deficits, both in its domestic and its interna
tional accounts. As Dr. Robert V. Roosa, 
former undersecretary of the treasury, said in 
a recent lecture, "a country whose external 
accounts are seriously and continually out of 
balance often has something going seriously 
awry within its own economy." The accumu
lated deficit 1n the United States balance Of 
payments position from 1950 thru 1966 was 
33.3 billion dollars, and it is continuing at 
an annual rate of more than 2 billion dollars. 

As a result of this pe·rsistent deficit, the 
United States gold reserve decreased from 
23.252 b11lion dollars at the end of 1952 to 
13.075 billion at the end of August, 1967, 
when United States liabilities to foreigners-
payable in gold-exceeded 29 billion dollars. 
The depletion of our gold reserve, which now 
is considerably less than half of the total of 
foreign claims against it, is psychologically 
inflationary; it weakens confidence in the 
dollar. The m.ain cause of inflation, however, 
is deficit spending. The government finances 
its deficits by selling bonds and other instru
ments of indebtedness, which become the 
basis for a vast expansion of paper currency 
and bank credit. 

The federal debt on Oct. 12 was 339.752 
billion dollars. The interest alone on this 
colossal debt was estimated, in tl:ie Presi
dent's budget submitted to Congress last 
January, at 14.050 b1llion dollars in this 
fiscal year, but it is likely to be close to 
15 billion because of rising interest rates 
and much heavier spending than the Presi
dent predicted. 

The growth of the federal debt has been 
attended by a steady erosion of the pur
chasing power of the dollar. As reported by 
the labor department's bureau of labor 
statistics, the consumer price index, repre
senting average costs of all items purchased 
in United States cities, was 116.9 [1957-59 
equals 100] in August. On the same 1957-59 
base, the index for January, 1940, is 48.5. 
Thus in August of this year the dollar was 
worth 41 ¥2 cents compared with January, 
1940. 

Leif H. Olsen, senior vice president and 
economist of New York's First National City 
bank, told the National Industrial Confer
ence board on Oct. 3 that "we have been ex-

periencing an unacceptable rate of inflation 
for two years now." He said the consumer 
price index rose only 1.3 per cent a year from 
1959 thru 1965 but climbed nearly 3 per cent 
last year. Despite a near-recession, inflation 
in the first half of this year eased off only 
slightly, to a 2.5 per cent annual rate. Since 
May 1, Mr. Olsen noted, "the rise in consumer 
prices has spurted to a 4¥2 per cent annual 
rate,'' He warned that both inflation and 
high interest rates are "already with us" and 
are "likely to move higher" as the "federal 
reserve pumps out new money to finance the 
federal deficit." 

Mr. Olsen also warned that the money 
supply, broadly defined to include time de
posits as well as currency and demand 
deposits, has been growing at a record an
nual rate . . On Aug. 30 the total was 357.2 
billion dollars, consisting of 39.6 b1llion in 
currency, 139.5 billion in demand deposits, 
and 178.1 b111ion in time deposits, all sea
sonally adjusted. 

"From December last year thru August of 
this year the annual rate of increase was more 
than 12 per cent, over half again the average 
rate of increase from 1961 thru April of 
1966," Mr. Olsen said. "Total commercial 
bank credit, that is loans and investments, 
increased in the first eight months of this 
year by 16 billion dollars. Seasonally ad
justed, this amounted to an annual rate of 
increase of 41 billion dollars, or 13 per cent; 
the previous record gain in growth of bank 
credit was 25 billion dollars in 1965." 

A federal deficit of 25 or 30 b11lion dollars 
would require a far more infl.ationary expan
sion of the money supply unless the Fed 
should decide to raise interest rates much 
higher. The easy money politicians would 
resist higher interest rates. Moreover, it is 
doubtful that the Fed could finance such an 
enormous deficit, even with higher interest 
rates, without a vast expansion of the money 
supply. 

As Dr. Roy L. Reierson, senior vice presi• 
dent and economist of the Bankers Trust 
company, told the National Industrial Con
ference board, chronic deficit spending 
"gives rise to ... persistent and spiraling 
inflation, tight credit, and hlgh interest 
rates, repeated crises and unsettlements 
in the credit markets, abandonment of any 
hope for the 'balance of payments, and the 
real possibility of a major dollar crisis." 

No responsible economist or banker be
lieves there is imminent danger of hyper
inflation in this country, such as occurred 
in Germany after World War I and China 
after World War II. In the German inflation 
of 1920-23, prices increased a trillion-fold. 
In such a cataclysmic inflation whole classes 
are impoverished and the social order is 
destroyed. Altho there is no imminent or 
unavoidable danger of such a terrible catas
trophe in the United States, the peril is 
clear, present, and great. Even creeping infla
tion, at a rate of 3 per cent a year com
pounded, doubles prices in 23 years. Once 
the rate increases to 4 or 5 per cent and 
the people become convinced that continued 
rising inflation is inevitable, they accelerate 
it by trying to evade it or hedge against it. 
They spend their savings and even go in to 
debt, bidding up prices for stocks, real 
estate, commodities, new cars, and other 
costly things. 

A tax increase would reduce the deficit and 
thus would have some effect on the rate 
of inflation. But taxes themselves are infla
tionary because they increase production 
costs, consumer prices, and demands for 
higher wages. The Johnson administration 
has argued that its proposed surtax of 10 
per cent on the income tax liab1lity of 
corporations and individuals would not 
affect married couples with two children 
earning $5,000 a year or less, or single per
sons earning $1,900 or less, because of 
personal exemptions. This argument is as 
false as it is demagogic. Taxes are paid by all 
the people, regardless of their income, when 

they buy bread and the other necessities of 
Ufe. 

Colin Clark, of Oxford university, one of 
the world's most distinguished economists, 
contends that "25 per cent of the national 
income 1s about the limit for taxation in 
any nontotalitarian community in times of 
peace." The rate in the United States in 1966 
was 36.9 per cent. The national income was 
616.7 billion dollars, receipts of the federal 
government were 143.2 billion, and receipts 
of the state and local governments were 84.7 
billion. The nation's imperative need in the 
present crisis is not higher taxes but a re
duction of spending. Rep. Wilbur D. M111s 
[D., Ark.], chairman of the ways and means 
committee, wisely justifies the refusal of the 
House to vote new taxes on the ground that 
"we want to pause in this headlong rush to 
ever bigger government." The objective, he 
says, is not simply to cut federal spending 
this year and next year, desirable as that may 
be, but to establish control over the amount 
and character of federal spending in the fu
ture. He emphasizes that basic changes 1n 
federal programs are necessary, and demands 
responsible leadership by the execut.ive 
branch in the formulation of such changes. 

[From the Chicago Tribune, Oct. 31, 1967] 
How SOUND Is YOUR DOLLAR? 

White officials of the Johnson administra
tion have been calling for a tax increase to 
restrain inflationary pressures, the federal 
reserve system has been pumping out fresh 
supplies of money at an unprecedented rate 
to expand the already overheated economy. 

PRINTING PRESS MONEY 

Leif H. Olsen, senior vice president and 
economist of New York's First National City 
Bank, calls this curious spectacle "the great 
economic paradox of 1967." It is significant, 
he says, that the two leading schools of eco
nomic theory now agree that the economy is 
being overstimulated. One school consists of 
the so-called "new" economists-Keynesians 
and neo-Keynesians-who advocate deficit 
spending to stimulate economic expansion, 
full employment, and prosperity. The other 
school, headed by Prof. Milton Friedman, of 
the University of Chicago, advocates a con
tinuous but limited expansion of the money 
supply-3 to 5 per cent a year-to maintain 
orderly economic growth. From December, 
1966, thru August of this year the money 
supply, broadly defined to include time 
deposits as _well as currency and demand 
deposits, increased at a record annual rate 
of 12 per cent. 

The federal reserve board's easy money 
policy in the face of a federal deficit that 
may exceed 30 billion dollars in this fl.seal 
year is viewed with increasing concern by 
bankers and business men. Even William 
Mcchesney Martin, Jr., esteemed chair
man of the Fed's board of governors, is 
accused of going along w1 th a reckless policy 
of financing the deficit by printing new 
money. 

For many years Mr. Martin has been re
garded as the personification of sound 
money-a mighty bulwark against the deluge 
of inflation-and has been as immune from 
attack as J. Edgar Hoover, heroic defender 
of the nation from communist infiltration 
and subversion. But Barron's National Busi
ness and Financial Weekly charged in its 
issue of Oct. 9 that the nation's money 
managers, under Mr. Martin's leadership, 
"have pursued an almost fanatical easy 
credit policy, a reckless course that has 
ceaselessly worked to lower the purchasing 
power of the currency at home and debase 
its standing abroad." 

Some leading bankers agree with this 
judgment of the Fed but tend to excuse Mr. 
Martin. They point out that he has only 
one of seven votes in the board of governors 
of the federal reserve system and one of 12 
in the federal open market committee, both 
of which are dominated by easy money pro-
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ponents. At a meeting of the open market 
committee on May 23, the chairman went 
along with the "liberals,'' voting for a "pol
icy to foster money and credit conditions, 
including bank credit growth, conducive to 
renewed economic expansion." Darryl R. 
Francis, president of the St. Louis federal 
reserve bank and a member of the open mar
ket committee, voted against this policy 
directive on the ground that both monetary 
and fiscal policies had been highly stimula
tive and that some firming in the money 
market was needed to guard against infla
tionary pressures later in the year. 

The Fed adopted a restrictive money pol
icy in 1966, which resulted in an excessive 
accumulation of inventories and depressed 
the market. Altho the money managers 
switched to an expansive policy in December, 
the lag effect of the earlier tight money 
policy caused a near-recession in the first 
half of this year. Just as the full effect of 
the restrictive policy last year was not felt 
until this year, the full effect of the infla
tionary policy this year will not be known 
until next year. In spite of this danger, the 
money managers, with Chairman Martin's 
acquiescence, persist in their policy of ex
pansion. 

Actually the monetary authorities have no 
real choice. Control of monetary policy has 
passed into the hands of the politicians, and 
that is the most frightening aspect of the 
financial problem. If the President demands 
and Congress votes appropriations which 
will result in expenditures of 25 to 30 billion 
dollars in excess of revenues, government 
obligations must be sold to finance the def
icit. If they cannot be sold to individuals 
and nonbanking institutions, they must be 
sold to the banks. When serious inflation is 
present or threatened, investors are reluc
tant to buy fixed-income, longer-maturity 
securities, such as mortgages, municipal 
bonds, and treasury issues. To make govern
ment securities attractive to individuals and 
nonbanking institutions, the Fed would 
have to push interest rates up to intoler
able heights. The tug of war between gov
ernment and private borrowers would be in
tensified. There would be no mortgage 
money for housing. 

The only alternative to a restrictive, high
interest rate policy is to pump reserves into 
the banking system and force it to buy the 
government's bonds. In effect, this amounts 
to printing new money. 

In a statement to the House ways and 
means committee, Chairman Martin strongly 
supported the President's proposal for tax 
increases. He said we already have "clear 
and compelling evidence of a resurgence 
in inflationary pressures which, if unchecked, 
would curtail domestic expansion, aggravate 
an already serious balance of payments 
problem, and bring severe strains in the mar
kets for credit." Instead of a reduction in 
government spending, however, he argued 
for a tax increase. 

Mr. Olsen told the National Industrial 
Conference board that increasing taxes 
while continuing an expansive monetary pol
icy would be similar to applying the brakes 
on a speeding automobile while keeping the 
accelerator on the floor. "A tax increase may 
well help to slow things down," he said, "but 
the real help will come when monetary pol
icy is permitted to become somewhat less 
stimulative by having less federal debt to 
finance." 

This would require a reduction of spend
ing. The cost of the war in Viet Nam has 
reached an annual rate of 27 billion dollars 
[2~ billion a month] q,nd is likely to go 
higher unless the administration eventually 
decides to end it by winning it. All wars are 
wasteful, but there is no realistic hope for 
substantial savings in Viet Nam if we give 
our fighting men the support they deserve. 

There are opportunities, however, for re
ductions of billions of dollars in civilian 
spending. The budget submitted to Congress 
last January estimated expenditures on ci-

vilian programs at 59.5 billion dollars. Henry 
Fowler, secretary of the treasury, told the 
ways and means committee that the January 
estimates may be exceeded by 2.5 billion dol
lars. Others believe the Johnson administra
tion will ask Congress to vote huge new ap
propriations for spending programs in the 
cities next year, an election year, because of 
threats of black power demagogs to incite 
insurrections that will make last summer's 
violence in Newark, Detroit, and other cities 
look like mere tryouts. 

Fowler said total expenditures in fiscal 
1968 may be 8.5 billion dollars higher than 
the estimate of 135 billion in the President's 
administrative budget, submitted to Congress 
last January. Revenue estimates have been 
revised downward by 7 billion. Without a 
tax increase, Fowler said, the deficit could 
rise to 29 billion dollars. 

There is a highly significant item called 
"transfer payments" in the government's na
tional income account, which is reported in 
the commerce department's "Survey of Cur
rent Business." These are called transfer pay
ments because the money is transferred from 
the pockets of one group of citizens to those 
of another-from the productive to the non
productive. They include social security and 
other pensions, as well as welfare payments, 
but the pensions have to be paid out of cur
rent income, because there are no reserves 
for them. The total of all transfer payments, 
including 1.8 billion dollars in state unem
ployment insurance benefits, was 43.9 billion 
dollars in 1966. In 1967 the seasonally ad
justed annual rate was 50.8 billion dollars 
in the first quarter and 51.4 billion in the 
second quarter. This is one measure of the 
rate at which the United States is becom
ing a socialist welfare state. Another measure 
is the tax rate-total federal, state, and local 
tax collections as a percentage of national 
income-which in 1966 was 36.9 per cent. 
Still another is the rate of inflation. In Au
gust of this year the dollar was worth 41 Y2 
cents compared with its purchasing power in 
January, 1940, and in recent months con
sumer prices have been rising at the annual 
rate of 4¥2 per cent. 

These are trends that disturb Rep. Wilbur 
D. Mills [D., Ark.), chairman of the ways 
and means committee, who says there must 
be "basic changes in federal programs, not 
merely appropriation cuts this year," before 
Congress increases taxes. They are trends that 
should disturb all Americans. 

[From the Chicago Tribune, Nov. 1, 1967] 
How SOUND Is Youa DOLLAR? 

There are two deficits, closely related and 
mutually aggravating, which debase the do
mestic purchasing power and discredit the 
international standing of the United States 
dollar. One is the deficit in the federal 
budget and the other is the deficit in the 
international accounts of the United States. 

AS GOOD AS GOLD? 

We have a substantial tho declining sur
plus in foreign trade, but because of foreign 
aid, military expenditures overseas, tourist 
spending, foreign investments, and other 
dollar outflows, there is a chronic deficit in 
our total international transactions. Begin
ning in 1950, the United States has had a bal
ance of payments deficit every year except 
1957, and the accumulated net total at the 
end of 1966 was 33.339 billion dollars. The 
deficit, seasonally adjusted, was 536 million 
dollars in the first quarter and 513 million 
in the second quarter of 1967; so the total 
this year may exceed 2 billion dollars. 

The balance of payments deficits have been 
financed in part by the payment of gold to 
"foreigners and in part by the increase of our 
indebtedness to foreigners. The United States 
gold stock declined from 24.6 billion dollars 
at the end of 1949 to 13.04 billion on Aug. 30, 
1967. Meanwhile, United States liquid liabil
ities to foreigners increased to 29.596 billion 
dollars in June. Altho only 14.069 billion of 

this was held by foreign official institutions 
and therefore immediately convertible into 
gold, the dollar holdings of private banks and 
other foreigners can readily be transferred to 
their central banks for conversion into gold. 

Thus foreigners could draw out the entire 
gold reserve of the United States at their dis
cretion or else discredit the dollar by forcing 
this country to suspend gold payments. They 
have not done this because such a raid on 
the dollar would adversely affect their own 
currencies and economies. The dollar is an 
international currency. More than half of 
all international transactions are denomi
nated in dollars. So long as the United States 
is willing and able to buy or sell gold at 
35 dollars to the fine ounce troy, the dollar is 
as good as gold. 

Many foreign bankers are convinced, how
ever, that the United States, in spite of 
official protestations to the contrary, even
tually will be compelled to suspend gold pay
ments or devalue the dollar by increasing the 
price of gold. If this opinion gains credence, 
the foreigners may start a run on the United 
States gold stock, just as a run on a bank is 
started when the word gets around that its 
condition is shaky. If the price of gold were 
doubled, the dollar holdings of foreigners in 
the United States would lose half their 
value. 

West European countries which enjoy sur
pluses in their international transactions 
and have accumulated large gold and dollar 
reserves are increasingly insistent that the 
United States must put its house in order. 
Their attitude was reflected in the 1965 an
nual report of the Bank for International 
Settlements, which declared that, "after an 
extended series of external deficits, the re
serve position of the United States needs to 
be strengthened to restore full confidence in 
the dollar." If the United States does not 
solve its balance of payments problem, con
fidence in the dollar will be further impaired 
and there will be great danger of a run on 
our gold stock, as well as forced devaluation 
of the dollar. 

The balance of payments deficit increases 
inflation in the United States by draining off 
gold and eroding confidence in the dollar. In 
addition to this, foreign holdings in the 
United States resulting from the balance of 
payments deficit include more than 15 billion 
dollars in bank deposits, which are part of 
the inflationary money supply. 

Inflation in turn has a major effect upon 
the balance of payments deficit. High pro
duction costs are pricing the United States 
out of the markets of the world and our trade 
surplus is rapidly declining. The surplus will 
decline further and may be wiped out if the 
rate of inflation increases, for imports always 
go up with inflation. From 6.7 billion dollars 
in 1964, the trade surplus declined to 4.8 
billion in 1965 and to 3.7 billion in 1966. The 
surplus was up to an annual rate of 4.2 bil
lion in the first half of 1967, but this rate 
may not continue because of declining ex
ports to Britain and Germany, which have 
had recessions. 

Actually it is doubtful that the commer
cial exports of the United States balance its 
imports. If exports that are subsidized under 
the foreign aid program and military equip
ment sales by the government were deducted 
from the so-called surplus, it probably would 
disappear. Foreign aid of all kinds, economic 
and military, now exceeds 6 billion dollars 
a year. The administration argues that 87 
per cent of all foreign aid expenditures are 
for American goods and services and that the 
effect on the balance of payments is negli
gible. It is obvious, however, that nations 
receiving this aid can use the foreign ex-
change it saves them for the purchase of 
goods and services from other countries. 
Otherwise this foreign exchange might come 
to the United States. 

Instead of reducing foreign aid to balance 
our international accounts, the government 
has resorted to the shortsighted expedient 
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of restricting profitable private business 
with foreigners. There is a so-called interest 
equalization tax on purchases of foreign 
securities. Under a so-called voluntary re
straint program, the federal reserve board 
limits bank loans to foreigners and the com
merce department limits direct foreign in
vestments by American companies. As a re
sult of this program, the total outflow of pri
vate capital declined from 6.5 blllion dollars 
in 1964 to 3.7 blllion in 1965 and rose only 
slightly to 4.'l billion in 1966. The annual 
rate so far this year has been about the 
same as in 1966. 

This policy ls self-defeating, for the re
patriation of United States earnings from 
direct investments abroad has exceeded 
the investment outlay from the United 
States every year since 1945. In 1964, the 
last year for which the figures are at hand, 
the inflow to the United States was 4.5 bil
lion dollars and the outflow was 2.4 billion. 
In 1960 United States corporations invested 
4 billion dollars in fixed assets abroad, but 56 
per cent of this came from retained earnings 
and borrowings abroad. In 1966 the invest
ment total was 9 billion dollars, but 70 per 
cent of it came from retained earnings and 
borrowing abroad. 

Americans spend about 2 billion dollars a 
year more on foreign travel than foreign 
tourists spend in the United States. This is 
a substantial item in the adverse payments 
balance, but any limitation on the freedom 
Qf Americans to travel and spend their 
money abroad would be widely resented. 
Duty-free imports of tourist purchases al
ready are limited to $100. 

From 1960 thru 1966 about 70 per cent of 
the direct cost to the United States govern
ment of maintaining its troops in Germany 
was offset by the sale of military equipment 
to Germany. This year Germany agreed to 
purchase $500,000,000 of long-term United 
States bonds and the total offset, including 
military purchases, ls expected to be 100 per 
cent. The German purchases offset expendi
tures by the United States government, but 
there is still a big dollar loss thru spending 
by the troops, who exchange some of their 
dollars for marks in Germany and for other 
European currencies when they go on leave. 

This dollar loss could be stopped only by 
bringing the troops home, and this would be 
prudent, both strategically and economically. 
The prosperous western European countries, 
which rely mainly upon the United States 
nuclear deterrent for their defense against 
communist aggression, certainly could re
place the American ground forces with troops 
of their own. Moreover, the Germans are 
fully capable of developing their own nuclear 
deterrent, as the French are doing, and it 
makes no sense to restrain them from ac
quiring weapons which the enemy already 
has. 

The dollar loss in Viet Nam from all sources 
is estimated at 2 billion dollars a year. The 
troops are paid in military payment certifi
cates [scrip] , which is the only currency 
accepted in United States installations, but 
they exchange some of their scrip for piasters 
to spend in Saigon and other cities. The 
United States buys these piasters with dol
lars, which the government of Viet Nam ls 
supposed to use to pay for imports from the 
United States. Undoubtedly, however, there 
is a big leakage, just as there is a big dollar 
leakage in foreign aid to Viet Nam, in spite 
of all efforts to prevent it. Some of these 
dollars find their way into the h.ands of 
French business men and end up in Paris. 
Moreover, the troops in Viet Nam are given 
dollars to spend when they go on "R and R" 
[rest and recreation] in Bangkok, Singapore, 
Hong Kong, Manila, or Taipeh. 

There is not much more that can be done 
to plug the dollar leaks. The only way the 
United States can solve its balance of pay
ments deficit is to put its house in order by 
ending deficit spending~n foreign aid, 

among other things-which is the cause of 
inflation, of the loss of foreign markets, and 
of the steadily worsening dollar eris.is. 

[From the Chicago Tribune, Nov. 2, 1967) 
How SOUND Is YOUR DOLLAR? 

Foreign aid is a major reason why your 
dollar is losing its purchasing power and the 
debt-burdened, deficit-ridden United States 
is in the throes of a money crisis. Foreign aid, 
including interest on the money we have 
borrowed to give away, now costs the Ameri
can people more than 10 billion dollars a 
year. 

A table submitted by the government to a 
House appropriations subcommittee shows 
that foreign aid of all kinds, economic and 
military, grants and loans, from 1946 thru 
1966 [fiscal years), totaled 122 billion, 365 
million dollars. The net total, after all inter
est and principal payments on loans, was 108 
billion, 867 million dollars. Rep. Otto E. Pass
man [D., La.], chairman of the subcommit
tee, has since been advised that the net 
total thru fiscal year 1967 is 114 billion, 694 
million dollars. 

THE GLOBAL GIVEAWAY 

Rep. Passman calculates the total cost of 
foreign aid since 1946, including interest the 
government has paid on money borrowed to 
give away, as 152 billion, 533 mlllion dollars. 
The net total of 114 billion, 694 million-not 
counting the interest already paid on it-ls 
more than one-third of the present federal 
debt of 340 blllion dollars. Hence more than 
a third, or almost 5 billion dollars, of the 
interest cost of the federal debt-officially 
estimated at more than 14 billion dollars this 
fiscal year-must be attributed to foreign 
aid. New grants and loans to foreign coun
tries now exceed 6 billion dollars a year, and 
the net total, after all interest and principal 
payments, is well over 5 billion. Thus the 
total cost of foreign aid, including interest 
on the debt, is more than 10 billion dollars a 
year. 

The total public debt of all the other non
communist countries of the world, according 
to the latest figures Rep. Passman could get 
from the executive agencies of the govern
ment, is 248 billion dollars, 92 billion less 
than that of the United States. Yet the 
United States this year, 22 years after for
eign aid began as a post-war emergency re
lief program, is dissipating its national re
sources and loading unborn generations with 
debt by extending assistance of some kind to 
100 countries and five territories. 

When this unexampled giveaway madness 
began in 1945 the dollar was still worth 77 .3 
cents, compared with its purchasing power 
in January, 1940, in spite of war time in
flation, but by August, 1967, it had declined 
to 41.48 cents. Meanwhile the United States 
had accumulated a new deficit of 33.3 blllion 
dollars in its international balance of pay
ments position by the end of 1966; its gold 
stock had declined from 24.6 billion dollars 
at the end of 1949 to 13 billion in August, 
1967, and its liquid 11ab111ties to foreigners, 
payable in gold, had increased to 29.5 billion 
dollars. Now the United States is facing a 
federal deficit that may exceed 30 billion 
dollars in this fiscal year, accelerated infla
tion, and a money crisis that could induce 
foreigners to start a run on our remaining 
gold stock. 

Rep. Passman charges that the foreign aid 
program has been "fragmentized" to con
fuse the people. He says the aid flows from 
16 different "spigots," and that each year 
Congress is asked in more than a dozen items 
of proposed legislation to increase the spend
ing or lending authority of the dispensing 
agencies. 

What the public hears most about is the 
President's annual request for authoriza
tions and appropriations under the Foreign 
Assistance act. This year the President re
quested 3.226 billion dollars in new funds, 

and Congress may reduce this by almost a 
billion dollars, but it will make little differ
ence. There are too many other programs, 
such as "food for peace," the Export-Import 
bank, military assistance, and aid thru in
ternational agencies, and too many billions 
of dollars of unexpected balances available 
to the aid bureaucracy. Yet irresponsible 
Washington reporters write about the annual 
"foreign aid" b1ll of 3 billion dollars or less 
as if it were the suni total of foreign aid, and 
this phony figure sticks in the minds of the 

,people. The table submitted to the House 
subcommittee shows that economic and mm
tary assistance of all kinds, including loans 
and grants, totaled 6.376 billion dollars in 
fiscal 1962, 6.738 b1llion in fiscal 1963, 6.134 
b1llion in fiscal 1964, 6.140 bill1on in fiscal 
1965, and 6.751 b1llion in fiscal 1966. 

Secretary of State Dean Rusk told the 
House subcommittee that foreign aid "trans
fers United States skills and commodities
not United States dollars-to the less de
veloped countries and has no significant 
effect on the chronic balance of payments 
deficit." This argument, of course, takes no 
account of what economists call the "sub
stitution effect" of aid and is false. Coun
tries receiving American goods and services 
under the aid program can use the foreign 
exchange this saves them-including their 
dollar earnings from exports to the United 
States-for the purchase of goods and serv
ices from other countries. 

Moreover, foreign aid is a major cause 
of federal deficit financing, which increases 
inflation and the cost of production and thus 
adversely affects the competitive trade posi
tion of the United States. Our trade sur
plus, which declined from 6.7 b1llion dollars 
in 1964 to 4.8 billion in 1965 and 3.7 billion 
in 1966, falls far short of offsetting the deficit 
in our other international transactions. 

Testifying before a joint congressional sub
committee on economic policy, Dr. N. R. 
Danielian, president of the International Eco
nomic Polley association, said: "The stark 
fact is that United States commercial exports 
are hardly enough to pay for our commodity 
imports. If you deduct the foreign-aid in
duced exports and the mmtary hardware 
sales from export figures, it is doubtful that 
purely civ111an exports and imports are in 
balance." 

Secretary Rusk also told the House sub
committee that foreign aid requests of all 
kinds for fiscal year 1968 were less than 0.7 
per cent of our GNP [gross national product 
of goods and services] , which was swollen 
by inflation to an annual rate, seasonally 
adjusted, of 790 billion dollars in the third 
quarter of 1967. 

Without foreign aid, Rusk said, we'd be 
living in a "less stable and more thl'.eatenlng 
world." Yet when Congressman Passman re
minded him that foreign aid, with interest, 
had cost 152.5 billion dollars, Rusk said this 
country, since 1946, "has put more than 900 
billion dollars into defense, almost a trillion 
dollars." When we have to spend that much 
on defense, it is hard to believe that foreign 
aid has brought us a more stable or less 
threatening world. 

Another administration argument is that 
American exports to Europe have increased 
enormously since the end of the Marshall 
plan and that exports to Japan have multi
plied as a result of our aid. But our imports 
have increased more than our exports. We 
still have a favorable balance with Europe
exports of 10.011 billion and imports of 7.863 
billion in 1966-but not with Japan, for 
which the figures in 1966 were 2.964 billion 
of exports to and 2.365 billion of imports 
from the United States. If the grant aid of 
12.928 billion dollars extended by the United 
States under the Marshall plan from 1949 
thru 1952 and 8.724 b1111on under the mutual 
security act from 1953 thru 1957 had con
sisted of interest-bearing loans, the .pros
perous countries of Europe, as well as Japan, 
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would be repaying us now, with interest, 
and there would be no balance of payments 
problem. Instead these countries are accum
ulating huge gold and dollar reserves and 
exporting manufactured products at prices 
with which the United States cannot 
compete. 

Although the United States is technologi
cally the most advanced nation in the world, 
its industrial production costs are so high 
that it has become primarily an exporter of 
agricultural products and other raw mate
rials, chemicals, semifinished products, and 
machinery [an exception to the general 
trend] and an importer of finished products 
which require a substantial employment of 
labor in their manufacture. In 1966 we im
ported manufactured goods valued at 6.353 
billion dollars and machinery and transport 
equipment valued at 4.827 billion, compared 
with exports of manufactured goods valued 
at 3.434 billion and machinery and transport 
equipment valued at 11.164 billion. 

The western European countries agreed to 
general tariff reductions averaging about 31 
per cent in the recent "Kennedy round" of 
negotiations, but they have erected all kinds 
of so-called nontarlff barriers against Ameri
can products, such as quotas and internal 
taxes. As a result of these restrictive trade 
practices, there ls strong support in Congress 
for a proposed system of quotas to restrict 
imports of textiles, footwear, steel, elec
tronics, and other manufactured products. 
This would provide some protection for 
American industry and labor, but it would 
increase prices to consumers, provoke 
reprisals against American exports, and fur
ther aggravate the balance of payments 
problem. 

[From the Chicago Tribune, Nov. 3, 1967] 
How SouND Is YoUR DOLLAR? 

Dr. Hjalmar Schacht, the financial Wizard 
of Hitler's Third Reich, probably would feel 
vindicated by the artful expedients and 
quackeries that have been proposed by some 
of the frenzied financiers in this country to 
prevent a day of reckoning for the United 
States dollar. 

GOLD AND FOOL'S GOLD 
These clever schemes are intended to make 

it appear that the dollar is as good as gold, 
although the gold we have left is less than 
half of the outstanding foreign claims against 
it. They are intended to conceal the vulnera
b111ty of the dollar and the cause of its dis
tress-deficit spending. . 

Charles Dickens stated the problem as 
Micawber's law: "Annual income twenty 
pounds, annual expenditure nineteen nine
teen six, result, happiness; annual income 
twenty pounds, annual expenditure twenty 
pounds ought and six, result misery." 

Micawber's law was repealed by the Roose
velt administration in the 1930s and the 
Keynes law was substituted. In her book, 
"The Roosevelt I Knew," Frances Perkins 
thus stated the Keynes law: "With one dol
lar paid out for relief or public works or 
anything else, you have created four dollars' 
worth of national income." 

John Maynard [Lord] Keynes, English 
economist and a major deity in the inter
national lavender set, was "liberally consult
ed" by "government people" in Washington, 
according to Miss Perklns, and was con
vinced that the Un~ted States would prove the 
validity of his prosperity-thru-spending doc
trine to the whole world. 
Keyn~s also dreamed of a world central 

nank, with the power to create new money, 
an in terna ti on al currency which would re
place gold in the settlement of accounts be-
tween nations. A long step in that direction 
was taken by the members of the Interna
tional Monetary fund at its recent annual 
meeting in Rio de Janeiro. This scheme pro
vides for the use of S. D. R.s [special drawing 
rights], called "paper gold," by nations With 

chronic balance of payments deficits, such 
as the United States and Gamal Abdel Nas
ser's United Arab Republic. The S. D. R.s 

. also have been called fool's gold, a term sug
gesting that they would have about as much 
value as the iron pyrites which so many de
luded prospectors have mistaken for real 
gold. 

If the new scheme is ratified by the I. M. 
F. member governments, each member Will 
be authorized a certain quota of S. D. R.s. 
Then if President de Gaulle of France, for 
example, should continue to demand gold 
for his country's surplus dollar holdings, the 
United States-at least, in theory--could pay 
him off in S. D. R.s. If de Gaulle accepted 
the S. D. R.s, he could use them to settle 
France's accounts With any other country 
that would accept them. 

If a nation should overdraw its quota of 
S. D. R.s, it would be obliged, in due time, 
to purchase acceptable foreign exchange with 
its own currency and redeem the overdrafts. 
The idea is that the S. D. R.s would rest upon 
the joint and several obligations of all the 
I. M. F. members and would be "gold-guaran
teed," although just how has not been de
termined. 

Bankers we have consulted say this scheme 
is nothing to be alarmed about because it 
Will never be used extensively. The nations 
with balance of payments surpluses do not 
need it and they are not likely to accept 
"fool's gold" from countries with persistent 
deficits. Even if the S. D. R.s were acceptable, 
the United States could not draw too heavily 
upon them, because that would be a sign of 
weakness and it might start a run on our 
remaining gold stock. 

Dr. Robert V. Roosa, former undersecre
tary of the treasury and now a partner in 
Brown Brothers, Harriman & Co., New York, 
was one of the original proponents of the 
international currency scheme. He proposed 
the use of C. R. U.s [convertible reserve 
units], which were called "Roosa crusas." 
Supporters of this proposal were called Roo
sacrusians, which sounds more like a potty 
religious sect than a group of responsible 
monetary authorities. 

The international currency proponents 
have been derided gently by Prof. Milton 
Friedman, of the University of Chicago, as 
"able men who spend endless hours trying 
to devise ingenious means whereby every
body can borrow from everybody else Without 
anybody being committed to lend to any
one." Dr. Roosa, however, seemed the sound
est of sound money men in a recent debate 
With Prof. Friedman, in which he strongly 
defended the present system of fixed ex
change rates, based upon $35 an ounce as 
the price of gold. 

Prof. Friedman, who was c;Iescribed by Dr. 
Roosa as "one of the world's most distin
guished exponents of market economics," 
said the balance of payments problem "is 
simply another example of the far-reaching 
effects of government price fixing." He pro
posed a system of floating exchange rates, in 
which the market would determine the par
ity of the dollar and of all other currencies, 
and there would be no balance of payments 
deficit because exporters and importers and 
other private traders would settle their own 
accounts. Official foreign exchange reserves 
are not needed, he said, because. private 
dealers Will provide them, just as they do, in 
the free commodity markets. 

If the exchange value of the dollar should 
decline under the floating rate system, Amer
ican exports would rise, in spite of high pro
duction costs, because more dollars could 
be purchased with English pounds, German 
marks, French francs, etc. Dr. Roosa argued, 
however, that such a system would "make 
for progressive inflation and successive waves 
of exchange rate depreciation from one coun
try to the next." In a country experiencing 
rapid inflation, he said, the most likely re
action would "be toward accentuation, not 

containment, of the exchange rate decline, 
for the domestic prices of exports could then 
increase beyond the screen of lower exchange 
costs to foreigners, import costs would rise, 
wages would no doubt be raised even further, 
and a new wage floor would have, in effect, 
been built under the inflation, already 
realized." 

Many foreign bankers are convinced that 
the United States will be compelled eventu
ally to increase the price of gold, because the 
dollar already has lost more than half of the 
commodity purchasing power it had before 
World War II and the cost of producing gold, 
like everything else, has gone up proportion
ally. This belief is an incentive to foreigners 
to speculate on a gold price increase, or insure 
against devaluation of the dollar, and it 
makes our remaining 13 billion dollar gold 
reserve highly vulnerable. 

William F. Butler and John V. Deaver, vice 
presidents and economists of the Chase Man
hattan bank, have proposed an ingenious 
plan to protect the gold we have left without 
devaluing the dollar. In the October issue of 
Foreign Affairs, they suggest an official decla
ia tion that the United States will never sup
port a price higher than 35 dollars an ounce 
and that this country's res.ponse to an assault 
on its remaining gold stock would be suspen
sion of the privilege foreigners now have of 
buying our gold with their dollars. Future 
sales and purchases would be made only at 
the discretion of the United States, and 
then only at the fixed price of 35 dollars an 
ounce. 

Butler and Deaver acknowledged that the 
United States in such circumstances would 
lose control over the price of gold and over 
the foreign exchange value of the dollar. But 
they argue that foreigners would either have 
to support the dollar at the present rate, 
which would be the same as going on a full 
dollar standard, or else at a devalued rate, 
which would put European e:itporters at a 
competitive disadvantage. Moreover, Euro
peans would take a huge loss on their dollar 
holdings if the eJrehange rate were devalued. 

Butler and Deaver are persuasive, but they 
concede that the United States, despite its 
great economic power, "can no longer call 
the tune." Certainly it Will be increasingly 
difficult for the United States to call the tune 
on gold, because the world supply is so small 
and the demand is so great. Gold sells for the 
equivalent of 70 to 75 dollars an ounce on 
the Bombay market. The total :reserves Of all 
the non-communist countries in December, 
1966, were estimated at 43.225 billion dollars. 
World production outside of the communist 
countries totaled 1.445 billion dollars in 1966. 
The major producers are the Soviet Union 
and South Africa [ 1.080 b1llion dollars in 
1966], followed by Canada [114.6 million dol
lars] and the United States [63.1 million 
dollars]. New production is barely sufficient 
to supply the increasing needs of industry. 
The United States may have to subsidize do
mestic production of gold for industrial use, 
for some of the mines cannot operate profita
bly at the government's fixed price. 

[From the Chicago Tribune, Nov. 4, 1967) 
How SoUND Is YOUR DOLLAR? 

There is not much an individual can do 
to stop infiation-unless he happens to be 
President of the United States. If enough 
people are sufficiently concerned, however, 
they can stop federal deficit spending-the 
main cause of infiatton-by sending a tor
rent of letters and telegrams to their sena
tors and representatives in Congress, de
manding an end of the reckless practice of 
voting appropriations that vastly exceed any 
reasonable expectation of revenues. A list of 
senators and representatives from five mid
west states Will be found on page 2. 

We have asked leading Chicago bankers 
what can and could be done to halt inflation, 
which has reduced the value of the dollar by 
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58.5 per cent since January, 1940, and is 
rapidly getting worse as the federal reserve 
system pumps out fresh supplies of printing 
press money to finance a deficit that may 
exceed 30 bill1on dollars this fiscal year. 

WHAT CAN WE DO? 

Here are their answers: 
Beryl W. Sprinkel, vice president and 

economist, Harris Trust and Savings bank: 
"The source of the current serious inflation 
is clearly overexpansive governmental eco
nomic policies in the monetary and fiscal 
areas. Economic policies are now the most 
expansive since World War II, despite the 
fact that the economy is fully employed and 
prices are rising rapidly. Hence, the pros
pect is for substantially greater increases in 
total spending in the coming year than in 
the production of real goods and services. 
Therefore, price pressures wm be sizable. 

"What can now be done to bring the in
flation under control? Clearly the leadership 
for this action must emanate from govern
ment. So far this year the money supply 
has been rising at about a 7 per cent annual 
rate, at least twice too much for price sta
bility. At the same time, the budget deficit 
has continued to increase as both defense 
and nondefense spending has risen. 

"Strict control of federal spending, ac
companied by a possible tax increase, is a 
desirable ingredient in slowing the inflation
ary push. Of equal or greater importance is 
a reduced rate of monetary growth emanat
ing from a less expansive monetary policy. 
Undoubtedly, monetary policy has been this 
expansive primarily because of concern 
about rising interest rates and the prob
lems created both for the housing industry 
and the financing of the federal deficit. 

"Unfortunately, when rapid monetary in
creases occur at full employment and infla
tion develops, an easy money policy causes 
high rates of interest after the money begins 
to be spent. On the other hand, the beginning 
of the less expansive money policy in an 
effort to slow the inflation would, in the 
short run, means even higher interest rates. 

"There is little that the individual can 
do to slow the inflationary surge other than 
to urge his elected representatives to pursue 
less expansive monetary-fiscal policies in 
this day of full employment and rising 
prices." 

Tilden Cummings, president, Continental 
Illinois National Bank and Trust Company 
of Chicago: "Inflation has once again be
come one of our most serious economic prob
lems. Efforts to curb the rapid advance in 
prices have been half-hearted at best and 
will continue to be ineffective unless the ad
ministration, Congress, labor, and manage
ment combine to bring the dangerous trend 
to an early halt. 

"The current inflationary trend must be 
attributed to monetary and fiscal policies in
appropriate for a war economy. Clearly, the 
need now is for a sharp reduction in the 
huge and unsettling budget deficit thru cuts 
in such nondefense expenditures as harbor 
and river development, road construction, 
dams, aero-space, agriculture, and termina
tion of the numerous programs that have 
outlived their usefulness. Where cuts are 
not immediately feasible, deferment of proj
ects must be considered. It is entirely possible 
that cuts could be made in defense expendi
ture also, without impairing military effec
tiveness. In addition to budgetary cuts and 
deferments, a tax increase is needed in order 
to return some semblance of proportion and 
balance to our fiscal and monetary position. 

"Firm fiscal action will free the monetary 
authorities from the need to finance the ad
ministration's unwieldy deficit thru massive 
injections of banK credit by the federal re
serve. Undoubtedly the resultinr; sharp rise 
in the nation's money supply has materially 
contributed to the inflationary trend. Reduc
tion in the money supply's growth might even 
go hand-in-hand with a general lowering of 
interest rates once the administration's bor-

rowing needs have been brought back to nor
mal proportions. 

"The urgency of a successful anti-infla
tionary program requires a clear statement 
by the administration of its specific policy 
objectives, supported by immediate action on 
the part of Congress. In addition, strong ap
peals must be made to both labor and man
agement to exercise maximum restraint in 
their wage and price demands." 

Homer J. Livingston, chairman of the 
board, First National Bank of Chicago: "The 
threat of an acceleration in the upward 
movement of prices is one of the most serious 
economic problems facing the nation today. 
Such a development always lowers the pur
chasing power of those on fixed incomes, 
mainly the senior citizens who are growing 
in number and who have come to constitute 
a significant market for the nation's output 
of goods and services. Equally troublesome is 
the effect of infiatic::i on the nation's balance 
of international payments. Exports would 
decline as United States-made products are 
priced out of world markets, while imports 
would rise as they become less costly than 
domestically-produced goods. 

"Finally, inflation wears away the incen
tive to save, and savings are essential to in
vestment and capital formation, the source 
of job creation. It is for these reasons that 
the deficit of the federal government must 
be narrowed by reducing expenditures and 
by increasing taxes. Failure to do so w111 lead 
to higher prices for all. 

"It is unconscionable that a nation as af
fluent as the United States should resort to 
massive deficit financing at a time when em
ployment and incomes are virtually at un
precedented highs, as they are today." 

In a significant speech at Grinnell college 
last Sunday, George Champion, chairman of 
the board of the Chase Manhattan bank and 
a distinguished native son of Illinois, warned 
that "massive transfusions of federal money" 
wm not solve the problems of our cities. He 
noted that the cities which were hardes.t hit 
in riots last summer had received above
average shares of the billions dispensed each 
year by the federal government. He said the 
whole welfare state, including the farm pro
gram, is based upon the assumption that 
depression is a normal condition, tho this 
concept is hopelessly obsolete. 

Many of the federal programs have exactly 
the opposite effect from what was intended, 
Mr. Champion said. Housing projects become 
permanent slums. Welfare payments to fa
therless families encourage fathers to leave 
home, resulting in patterns of idleness 
and community-sponsored illegitimacy. The 
"sprawling welfare empire and the layers of 
local and state relief operations" are regarded 
as the "enemy" by welfare recipients, who are 
organizing unions to press for their "rights" 
in demonstrations against the system. 

What is needed, Mr. Champion said, is 
"incentive welfare," involving motivation, 
training, and job opportunities. Business and 
industry, he said, can provide the basic edu
cation and training needed by the unem
ployed to qualify them for jobs now going 
begging. Across the nation, there are more 
than 1,000,000 job openings and almost 3,-
000,000 unemployed. 

"Even as prosperous a nation as ours can
not do everything at once," Mr. Champion 
asserted. "We must inevitably make choices." 

If we make the wrong choices, relying upon 
an ever-expanding central government and 
ever-mounting federal deficits to "do every
thing at once," a prophecy made 110 years 
ago by Lord Macaulay may be the melancholy 
fate of this Republic. In a letter to H. s. 
Randall, an American friend, Macaulay pre
dicted that industrialization and urbaniza
tion eventu~lly would produce "a distressed 
and discontented majority" in this country, 
which would listen to the rantings of dema
gogs and could not be restrained by the 
government. 

"There is nothing to stop you," he wro·te. 

"Your Oonstitution is all sail and no an
chor .... When a socie.ty has ellltered on 
this downward. progress either civilization or 
liberty mu.sit perish. Either some Caesar or 
Napoleon will seize the reins of government 
with a strong hand, or your Republic will be 
as fearfully plundered and l:aid was.te by bar
barians in the 20th century as the Roman 
Empire was in the fifth; with this difference, 
that the Huns and Vandals who ravaged the 
Roman Empire came from without, and that 
your Huns and Vandals will have been en
gendered within your own country by your 
own institutions." 

[From the Chicago Tribune, Nov. 5, 1967) 
THE WRITING ON THE WALL 

The concern with which The Tribune views 
the menace of inflation was reflected during 
the last seven days on this page. All of our 
editorial s.pace during this periOd was de
voted to a detailed study of the erosion in 
the purchasing power of the dollar, which 
strikes home to every citizen. 

The editor felt that the people of this 
country should be alerted to the dangers 
of this problem, which affoots them im
mediately and is a mortgage on their future, 
their holdings, and their security in old age. 
Week after week prices rise and equities in 
insurance and pensions shrink. With the 
single exception of the federal income true, 
intla.tion has taken more purchasing power 
away from the people than any other item. 

The edi torte.ls of the last week trace the 
many factors that contribute to inflation. 
The first, of course, is the dimension of fed
eral spending. This can be computed in vari
ous ways. The administrative budget shows 
outlays of 136.5 billion dollars. The oash 
budget sets a figure of 172.4 billion. But, 
however you reckon it, the Johnson admin
istraition admits that the fiscal year ending 
neJCt June 30 will produce a deficit of more 
than 29 billion dollars unless part of this is 
offset by a tax inorease. · 

That brings us to deficit spending as a 
prime factor in inflation. In 31 of the last 37 
years the government has spent more money 
than it has taken in. What is so bad about 
that? The pernicious effect is that the gov
ernment is forced to cover much of each year's 
deficit by producing what can only be de
scribed as printing press money. 

It is obliged to issue its IOUs (called bonds, 
notes, bills, and certificates) . These are 
normally taken up by banks, for the rest of 
us have been taxed so thoroughly that, as in
dividuals, we can't rake up enough cash to 
buy them in the huge amounts the govern
ment is constrained to release them. 

When the banks take up the bonds, and so 
on, they credit the government with a deposit 
in the same amount, and against this the 
government draws checks to pay its b1lls. The 
treasury securities also give the banks an 
asset against which to expand credit, so that 
the static paper generates more "money" put 
out in loans. In this way a printed paper 
creates money not in existence previously. 

By this device the government is increas
ing the money supply at an annual rate now 
in excess of 12 per cent. This represents "new" 
money pumped out by the federal reserve to 
meet the deficit. The effect is highly infla
tionary. It is demonstrated by the fact that 
since 1940 the purchasing power of the dollar 
has fallen from 100 cents to 41.5 cents. The 
consumer price index is now rising at an an-
nual rate of 4.5 per cent. This means that the 
cost of all goods and services is going up in 
that proportion as the purchasing power of 
the dollar declines in a matching curve. 

It used to be said that the dollar was as 
"good as gold," and token recognition of the 
contention is represented by a statutory re
quirement that the stock of paper money in 
circulation must have a 25 per cent gold 
covering. But this is a fiction. Paper money 
in circulation has risen in 10 years from 28 
to 40 billion dollars, and the total money 
supply, (including demand and time de-
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posits) is now in excess of 357 blllion dollars. 
The government's total gold holdings have 
fallen to 13 blllion. In 1949 the gold stock 
was 24.6 blllion, but claims of foreign credi
tors have drained away more than 11 billion 
of this former hoard. 

Liquid liabilities to foreigners of almost 29.6 
bllllon now outstanding could wipe out the 
remainder of the gold stock overnight if pre
sented for conversion by central banks. Yet, 
in the face of this ominous predicament, the 
government persists in the folly of doling out 
foreign aid to more than 100 countries. The 
drain from this one source, counting in the 
interest costs on borrowings to be given away 
abroad, ls now 152.5 billion dollars, which 
represents more than one-third of the federal 
debt of 340 billlon dollars. 

Meanwhile, the total tax clout on all in
dividuals and businesses has reached 36.9 
per cent. This ls socialization of the fruits 
of production, for the Oxford economist, 
Colin Clark, has said that 25 per cent of 
the national income ls about the limit for 
taxation in any nontotalitarian state in times 
of peace. 

We understand that these figures and 
statistics are difficult to comprehend, but 
even an imperfect understanding shows them 
to be alarming. To state the predicament in 
one form, inflation, except for the income 
tax, ls the harshest of taxes. Inflation totaled 
25 billion dollars in 1966. This is equivalent 
to a sales tax of from 4.1 to 18.4 per cent on 
the citizens of every state. In Illinois this in
flation was equivalent to a sales tax of 8.5 
per cent. 

Certainly this continuing calamity de
mands cure. It is up to the citizens to achieve 
it by insisting that their representatives in 
Congress stop dawdling and move for im
mediate correction. 

What is our situation? The indictment 
against successive Democratic administra
tions could be framed in the words of the 
keynote speaker at the Republican national 
convention of 1896, when the great issue was 
sound money. Sen. Charles W. Fairbanks of 
Indiana said: 

"When the Republican party was in power 
our currency was good; it was made as good 
as the best on the globe. We made sound 
money ... When in the last half century of 
our history did the Democratic party advocate 
a finiµicial policy that was in the best inter
ests of the American people? Consider ... 
its efforts to inflate the currency by the issue 
of greenbacks . . . 

"Great and splendid and powerful as our 
government is, it cannot accomplish the im
possible. It cannot create value. It has not 
the alchemist's subtle art, nor can it, by 
omnipotent fiat, make 50 cents [equal] 100 
cents ... A sound currency defrauds no 
one. It ls good alike in the hands of the 
employe and the employer; the laborer and 
the capitalist. Upon faith in its worth, its 
stabiUty, we go forward planning for the fu
ture. The laborer knows that the money 
earned by his toil is as honest as his labor 
and that it is of unquestioned purchasing 
power. He likewise knows that it requires 
as much labor to earn a poor dollar as a 
good one; and he also knows that if poor 
money is abroad it will surely find its way 
into his pocket. 

"We protest against lowering our stand
ard of commercial honor. We stand against 
the Democratic attempt to degrade our cur
rency to the low level of Mexico, China, India, 
and Japan." 

It is time for Republicans to make the 
same ringing challenge to fiscal recklessness 
and monetary debasement. The people must 
be protected before everything is swept away. 

A NEW LOOK AT THE STATE 
DEPARTMENT AND THE FOREIGN 
SERVICE 
Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, last 

week Under Secretary of State Nicholas 

deB. Katzenbach addressed the Foreign 
Service Day Conference at the Depart
ment of State. 

In his speech, the Under Secretary 
made some most interesting proposals 
regarding the need to coordinate and 
reorganize our foreign policy machinery. 
And he addressed himself to the need to 
develop creative and broad-gaged lead
ership potential in the Foreign Service. 

Mr. President, I am sure that all of us 
will be interested in the thoughtful com
ments of the distinguished Under Secre
tary. His speech provides serious food for 
thought. I ask unanimous consent that 
it be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the address 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
ADDRESS BY UNDER SECRETARY OF STATE NICHO

LAS DEB. KATZENBACH, AT THE FOREIGN 

SERVICE DAY CONFERENCE, DEPARTMENT OF 

STATE, NOVEMBER 2, 1967 
I 

Mr. Hamlin, Mr. Weil, Foreign Service Of
ficers, past and present, ladies and gentle
men: 

I am delighted to have the chance to talk 
to this distinguished group of colleagues 
and friends of the Department of State. 

Inasmuch as most of you have probably 
eaten dinner, I do not propose this evening 
to cover any culinary subjects. I do not in
tend to hand you a "bowl of jelly" for 
dessert, tour you through a "fudge factory", 
or ask you to take part in a "taffy pull". 

Neither do I have any entertaining mystery 
stories to offer. I fear I can provide little 
enlightment on the arcane intrigues dark
ly hinted to be going on in this building. As 
an alumnus of a certain New Jersey uni
versity, I must, however, admit to a certain 
fascination in the report that something 
called the "Henderson-Princeton Pack" is 
operating among us. According to the rather 
breathless dispatch contained in the cur
rent edition of a little newspaper sold out
side the entrance-way, there is also a "Bobby 
Kennedy Coterie," a "Macy-Crockett Camp" 
and a group known as the "Young Turks". 

But while I have neither cooking receipts 
nor revelations of sinister conspiracies to 
hold your attention, I do have a subject at 
once intriguing and complex-the admin
istration of foreign policy by the United 
States Government. 

Administration as a topic has a markedly 
soporific effect on some persons. The word 
itself seems sufficient to draw forth yawns 
and make eyelids grow heavy. 

This may be because-especially in the 
field of foreign affairs-administration has 
often been regarded as something of a step
child, rather unfashionable and definitely 
subordinate, smacking vaguely of filing cab
inets, travel allowances, or paper flow. It 
has also been thought of as separate from, 
and only marginally relevant to, the actual 
making of foreign policy. 

Such a view is, of course, not only a mis
conception, but a naive one at that. The 
administration of the Department of State, 
and of other Federal agencies concerned 
with foreign affairs, does more than just bear 
upon the formulation of foreign policy. The 
two subjects are intimately related. Neither 
can be usefully considered without the oth
er. They are, in fact, more or less insep
arable. 

This fact has been made starkly apparent 
in the last two decades. The revolutionary 
changes of the post-war world forced radical 
departures in American diplomatic policy. 
These changes, in turn, required drastic sur
gery on the institutions charged with formu
lating and guiding it. 

Thus America's emergence as a dominant 
power with worldwide interests and the de
mands this made on our foreign policy made 

necessary such new agencies as AID, USIA, 
CIA and the Peace Corps. It made necessary 
several major reorganizations of the State 
Department. 

And, conversely, the exigencies and pecu
liarities of these newly-shaped organizations 
altered the way policy is made, created prob
lems of coordination and duplication, deeply 
affected, in short, the shape and nature of 
the policy itself. 

So great and so swift has been the trans
formation of the government's foreign policy 
making apparatus that dislocations, stag
nant places, inefficiency and overlapping were 
bound to occur. I am J+Ot giving away any 
secrets when I say that the current opera
tions of the State Department leave much to 
be desired. They are not as bad as some 
critics say they are. But neither are they as 
good as the more ardent apologists of the 
status quo would have one believe, and cer
tainly they are not nearly as good as we 
would like to see them. 

II 

I would like this evening to touch on a 
few of the major problems and shortcomings, 
and how we might deal with them. The prob
lems can be divided into two separate though 
related categories. 

The first has to do with problems of coor
dination, both among the large number of 
agencies that have an interest in foreign 
affairs, and among the various bureaus of 
the State Department itself. Virtually every 
Cabinet level department of the government 
now has dealings overseas, as do such agen
cies as the AEC or FAA. 

One of the things that truly startled me 
when I first came here was to learn that 
no less than 80 percent of the people offi
cially representing the United States over
seas were working for agencies other than 
the Department of State. The problem this 
causes for coordination, not to mention the 
pinpointing of respons1b111ty, ls fairly stag
gering. 

The latter problem was somewhat w
levlated overseas by President Kennedy's Ex
ecutive Order giving primacy to the Ambas
sador in each country and making all the 
US personnel in the country subject to him. 
The country teams, composed of senior rep
resentatives of the US missions in the coun
try and senior embassy advisors, were created 
with the same aim in mind. 

While some people think that the various 
attaches and persons serving overseas for 
other agencies should be brought formally 
and structurally into the State Department 
in a kind of enlarged foreign service, I be
lieve the country team concept has done 
much to improve the coordination of pro
grams within particular countries. 

In Washington, however, the problem is 
more complicated. Overseas it is possible to 
gather together the top US officials in a 
country dealing with political, military, eco
nomic and other matters and get them to 
mesh their ideas and programs as effectively 
as possible. 

At home, however, no identical means of 
coordination exists. For in Washington one is 
dealing with separate agencies with varying 
missions, approaches and "constituencies". 

Differences in organization are· just one ex
ample of the difficulties encountered in the 
efforts to coordinate programs and policy. 
The State Department, although it has some 
"functional" bureaus, such as Economic Af
fairs and Educational and Cultural Affairs, 
is largely organized geographically. Other 
agencies that have dealings abroad, on the 
other hand, are organized accord.Ing to the 
functional requirements of their work and 
interest, whether it be labor, or law enforce
ment, or bird life. Thus State Department 
regional bureaus must deal not only with a 
welter of separate agencies but with a host 
of subdivisions within them and with the 
basic fact that our orientation is to coun
tries and areas while theirs is to programs. 
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Welding this complex of interests into a 

harmonious overall policy for a geographic 
area is, needless to say, not easy. And welding 
the entire mass together, balancing the re
quirements of one region against that of 
another, is more complicated st111. 

That melancholy and notorious fa111ng 
endemic to bureaucracy, parochialism-the 
tendency to see the arguments, needs and 
interests of one's own agency, or bureau, or 
office as paramount to every other-com
pounds the difficulties. At worst, an agency 
with supposedly unified goals and purposes 
comes close to being transformed.into a bat
tleground of hostile camps, each more con
cerned with defeating the proposals of an
other than molding a uniform policy mean
ingfully conforming to the bidding of· the 
President and the will of the people. 

The process of reconciling differences of 
view has led, of course, to the all-pervading 
system of clearances, a system which often 
makes a paper or telegram look more like a 
petition than a governmental directive. But 
just because a paper has a dozen or two 
names appended to it does not make it use
ful; it may, in fact, have just the reverse 
effect. 

For the signatures may mean only that a 
kind of truce has been declared on a given 
issue. Too often, however, the result is not 
that decisions have been made but that 
they have been avoided. The document bear
ing the signatures represents little more than 
the lowest common denominator of assent. 
And characteristically, it employs a lot of 
dense bureaucratic mulch to camouflage its 
lack of clear direction or decisive policy. 

Early last year a significant move was made 
by President Johnson to cope with this kind 
of problem, at least at the inter-agency level. 
It is, I think, by far the most important 
step yet taken to sharpen the decision
making process and enhance effective coor
dination among the many government agen
cies involved in foreign affairs. 

. The President issued a directive aimed at 
assuring the Department of State a predom
inant guiding role in foreign policy despite 
its shrinking percentage of overseas opera
tions when measured in terms of money, 
budgets and personnel. 

The directive created coordinative units at 
two levels. At one level are the Interde
partmental Region Groups (IRG), composed 
of Assistant Secretaries or their equivalents, 
with the State Department man acting as 
chairman of each unit. The groups match 
the Department's five geographical areas: 
Europe, Latin America, Africa, the Near 
East, South Asia and the Far East. 

At the next higher level the directive cre
ated the Senior Interdepartmental Group, 
made up of the number two agency officials. 
I act as Chairman of this group. (Inevitably, 
the entire mechanism has picked up the in
elegant sobriquet SIG-IRG, which, though it 
sounds like some kind of Nazi salute, derives, 
of course, from the acronyms of both bodies.) 

The groups at both levels meet regularly. 
They were purposely created at levels high 
enough to command the authority to make 
signtflcant policy decisions. That is the 
crucial point. These are not just discussion 
groups. They meet to decide issues, with the 
voice of the chairman being the decisive 
one. But the fact that he is from the State 
Department should be irrelevant. He can only 
do his job if he seeks to represent the view 
of the President, not merely the sometimes 
more parochial view of the Department. 

The meetings on the whole have been very 
successful. The Committees represent the 
most serious and most promising effort we 
have yet devised to defeat the lowest com
mon denominator approach I mentioned 
earlier. For the view of a bureau or agency 
seen in isolation is rather meaningless. The 
men aittending the SIG-IRG sessions are 
given the opportunity to weigh the merits 
of their own position in light of other views 
and other facts. 

The group members are enabled to judge 
the issue in dispute not from the vantage 
point of what is best for the Bureau of 
European Affairs or the Bureau of Mines or 
the Department of the Army or the Maritime 
Administration, but from the vantage point 
of what is best for the United States. 

I am hopeful that this kind of view will 
filter down through all levels of government. 
For what ultimately .is important is not a 
mechanism or a group of committees but an 
attitude or frame of mind. What I would like 
to see cultivated. is the ab111ty to understand 
the other man's side, to see the larger pic
ture, the broader view. 

A State Department officer charged with 
responsib1lity for Portuguese affairs must 
know and be able to explain our interes.ts 
in Portugal. The desk officer for an African 
nation must know and be able to explain 
our interests in Africa. But if these should 
happen to clash, neither officer, if he is doing 
his job properly, wm approach the conflict 
from his own narrow base, but from a base 
that reflects the entire American interest. 

Recently, in conjunction with the Bureau 
of the Budget, the State Department has 
been reviewing the foreign operations por
tions of other agency's budgets. This is, I 
think, another important step forward in 
enabling us to provide leadership and direc
tion in the foreign affairs field. 

If the State Department has been assigned. 
a primary role in the coordination and for
mulation . of foreign policy, it is, obviously 
enough, not because we have a monopoly of 
wisdom or a special virtue. It is simply be
cause we are in the best position to assess 
how the programs of other agencies affect 
the overall needs and requirements of Amer
ican policy. 

We have no desire to superimpose our 
judgments on the experienced judgments of 
experts in the Defense Department, AID or 
other agencies. Our purpose is to assess, from 
a central vantage poi~t. how the separate 
programs fit into the whole, whether the 
proper balance is being struck, and whether 
resources are b,eing used to the greatest ad
vantage. 

III 

The second category of problems we must 
attack, and attack quickly and effectively if 
our foreign policy machinery is to keep pace 
with the changing needs of a fast-paced 
world, is that of personnel. 

If the State Department is to retain its 
traditional role as the chief foreign policy 
instrument of the government, it must have 
professional personnel who can take the lead. 
It is not enough to proclaim primacy; we 
must have the kind of people who can com
mand it and are worthy of it. 

The effective carrying out of this assign
ment requires a far broader array of skills 
than sufficed in the past. For traditionally, 
the Foreign Service has been concerned with 
policy rather than with specific programs. 
Indeed, efforts were made to transfer all for
eign programs from the State Department to 
other agencies. Now, however, we must take 
upon ourselves both concerns. 

If we are to give direction to major foreign 
programs carried out by other agencies--we 
must come to understand these programs al
most as well as the professionals who handle 
them daily. And this task demands a rare and 
difficult capacity-the ability to analyze, com
pare and choose among the competing de-
mands of a number of programs for limited 
funds. 

But this skill alone does not suffice. Deal
ing with the many powerful and independent 
bodies now involved with the foreign affairs 
of this country requires an understanding of 
the whole complex of political processes in 
Washington. 

A State Department officer now must un
derstand the other federal agencies, their or
ganization, their responsibi11ties and their 
problems almost as well as his own. And he 
must understand the operations of Con-

gress with a degree of refinement that I fear 
too few of us today command. 

It is not unusual to find an FSO better 
versed in the operations of the legislature of 
say, Zambia, than of the Congress of the 
United States. Yet despite some senators' 
claims of impotence, Congress is very much 
involved in the business of forming the for
eign policy of the United States. 

Our ab111ty to further our national Inter
ests abroad depends upon the shape, size and 
direction of our economic and mmtary as
sistance programs, our trade policy, and a 
countless array of other programs which are 
largely determined by the will of Congess. 
Clearly, then; Congress is both a useful and 
a necessary partner in the direction of our 
foreign policy and we must prepare our: 
selves accordingly. 

The State Department officer of today must 
also have an understanding of the varying 
institutions and interests in our society 
which, when taken together, comprise the 
"national interest" we are trying to protect 
and enhance abroad. It is no longer good 
enough for an FSO to know more about the 
labor movement. in Japan than about the 
AFL-CIO or the financing of the political 
parties in Finland than in Maryland. It is 
not good enough for him to be an expert on 
what we are doing to help alleviate poverty 
in India. He must also know what we are 
doing to fight poverty at home. Unfammarity 
with the domestic scene not only reduces 
his effectiveness in Washington; it reduces 
it abroad. 

Headlines at home are also headlines over
seas. If an American official abroad is not 
more fam111ar with the causes of racial con
fl1ct in Detroit ·or protectionist legislation on 
the Hill than the man in the foreign minis
try he is dealing with he is not doing a very 
good job of representation. 

Finally, the Foreign Service has historically 
been more attuned to the individualistic 
talents of reporting, analysis, representation, 
and negotiation than to the group-oriented 
talents required for management and orga
nization. But if we are to provide the leader
ship for the 80 percent of American officials 
abroad who are not 'Foreign Service officers, 
if we are t~ take command within high
powered inter-agency committees in Wash
ington and, most important of all, if we are 
to take effective control of our own sprawl
ing bureaucracy, then we must give a new 
measure of respect and attention to the tal
ents of executives elsewhere in private and 
public life. 

In short, present day diplomacy requires 
men who are not just intelligent, but also 
creative and broad-gauged, not just highly 
educated but also competitive, aggressive. 
decisive and able to get things done, not 
just ambitious and hard working, but with 
an instinct for leadership, not just percep
tive but politically aware and committed, not 
just versed in foreign affairs but versed as 
well in the intricacies of American govern
ment and political life. 

I am optimistic that we can attain a serv
ice composed of such men. I am optimistic 
because the requirements of this kind of 
service correspond so closely to the demands 
being made on us by our most talented young 
officers. There is a happy coincidence be
tween their demands and the needs of the 
service. Our ablest younger men are restive. 
They are asking for a richer and more varied 
experience than is now being given to them. 

They complain of a tendency to insularity 
in the service. They say it fosters a guild 
mentality, restricted in Us interests, defen
sive in its posture, narrow in its attitudes 
and highly protective of its own outlook. 
They feel that the promise of real respon
sib111ty in the world of foreign affairs held 
out to them has been denied. In its place 
they have been given a measure of personal 
security for which they did not ask. 

Above all, they complain that their talents 
are under-ut111zed.. In a world of business 
executives in their 20's; senators in their 30's 
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and even presidents in their early 40's, we 
cannot expect them to wait patiently for 
their late 40's or 50's to exercise real respon
sibility. 

One young man made the point rather 
graphically in his answer to a recently con
ducted survey attempting to pin down the 
reasons for attrition among young foreign 
service officers. He wrote: 

"The fact that I more than doubled my 
total remuneration was not what caused me 
to leave the Foreign Service! What did cause 
me to leave was that, after four years of 
Foreign Service training, I was the second 
of two Visa Officers in Rome; after six 
months training in industry, I took over as 
manager of an oil company producing 35,000 
barrels per day." 

It is possible that these complaints are 
exaggerated. But there is no question that 
they are seriously and deeply felt. 

The under-utilization of a talented body 
of men is paradoxical, harmful and even 
tragic. It is paradoxical because most other 
professions-in industry, state, and local 
government, academia and elsewhere-are 
crying out for talent; it it harmful because 
it wastes fine manpower; it is tragic because 
it causes frustration and depresses morale 
throughout the service. 

The Foreign Service officers with whom I 
have talked are not carping or negative in 
their criticism. They want to bring about 
positive and constructive changes in the 
career they have chosen and to which they 
are deeply committed. This is enormously 
encouraging for ultimately the drive for re
form must come from within the Foreign 
Service itself. The statement of career prin
ciples recently preP,ared by a committee of 
the American Foreign Service Officers Asso
ciation seems to me a notable example of 
this effort. 

Above all what strikes me is the absence 
of fear of change, the willingness--indeed 
the desire-to meet the challenge posed by 
the new complexities of foreign affairs. There 
is a recognition that there must be room 
within the Department for outsiders-those 
who have not developed from junior officers 
but who can bring in new ideas and special 
skills. Similarly, there is a willingness not 
only to assume greater responsibility within 
the Department of State but to accept the 
challenge of outside opportunities as well. 
Finally, there is the healthy conviction that 
any shortage of jobs for truly talented men 
can only be the result of artificial barriers, 
not of any shortage of need for their talents. 

The Foreign Service ls pointing its own 
way towards meeting the responsibilities 
that are before it. One idea that has been 
mentioned seems to me both illustrative and 
promising. 

The Government's need for broadly based 
and truly professional Foreign Service per
sonnel might be well served by providing 
officers With an opportunity to work in and 
with other governmental and private agen
cies concerned with the foreign and domestic 
problems of the United States. A Foreign 
Service otncer might, for instance, spend a 
few years With a Senate committee, with an
other executive agency, in journalism, with 
a foundation, in a university, or in private 
business, and expect to return to the De
partment at a later time. 

Such flexibility would have several ad
vantages. It would make the exceptional 
talent and experience of this service avail
able wherever it is most needed. It would 
provide a cross-fertilization of views and 
ideas. It would introduce into the Service 
a greater variety of specialized professional 
skills and talents. And it would increase the 
independence of Foreign Service officers. With 
a widened professional experience, they would 
be able to move out of or stay tn the service 
as they see flt. 

A parallel advantage would accrue to the 
Department. Under a somewhat loosened sys-

tern it would have to compete harder for 
the most able men. But it would insist that 
the caliber of its men be the very highest. 
And it would recruit and retain its personnel 
not by assuring them security but by pro
viding positive incentives-in responsibility, 
in the knowledge of the importance of the 
work to the nation, and in its high intrinsic 
interest. 

Shaping the career Foreign Service to the 
evolving needs of our time will not be an 
easy task. There is a built-in resistance to 
change in any large organization. There are 
always some who fear the new. But I do not 
believe today's Foreign Service has many 
such men. I know that the vast majority 
of State Department officers recognize the 
need for change. Indeed, a large number of 
them strongly advocate it. 

This agency and the people who work for 
it are under constant scrutiny. There are 
some here who resent this. They ask "Why 
can't we just be left alone to do our work 
like everyone else?" It is the wrong question. 
We are not everyone else. We serve in an un
common occupation with an uncommon mis
sion in an uncommon time. How we perform 
in that mission affects the lives and destinl.es 
of all Americans. That is why they have a 
right to expect an unparalleled performance. 

And that is why we must constantly try 
to improve the way we do our job. In this 
I solicit your aid. Your suggestions, your ad
vice, and your counsel will be invaluable if 
we are successfully to complete this momen
tous assignment. 

STATE OF COLD WAR ON 50TH AN
NIVERSARY OF SOVIET REVOLU
TION 
Mr. SPONG. Mr. President, today 

marks the 50th anniversary of tne Com
munist revolution. Secretary :)McNa
mara's announcement that the Soviets 
are developing a system for delivering 
nuclear weapons from space and the 
Russian reaffirmation of its policy of 
supplying North Vietnam have occa
sioned recent examinations of the cur
rent status of the cold war. 

James Reston, writing in the Sunday, 
November 5, 1967, Richmond Times
Dispatch, made a brilliant analysis of 
our present relations with Moscow. Mr. 
Reston concluded: 

The Soviet leaders are apparently not try
ing to revive the most dangerous phase of 
the cold war, but they seem to be determined 
to go into the second half-century of their 
revolution by creating as much mischief as 
they can, in Vietnam, and elsewhere. 

The liberal tendencies of the Johnson ad
ministration lead it to believe that Moscow 
is coming around to a more moderate view 
of the cold war, but the evidence in Viet
nam, in the Middle East and in the develop
ment of weapons systems, suggests that the 
trend of the Soviet policy is still going in 
1967 against the West and in favor of revo
lutionary action, as it was from the begin
ning in 1917. 

In evaluating Soviet posture and pro
nouncements of this year there is scant 
evidence to refute Mr. Reston's conclu
sions. The cold war is not over; the end 
is not even in sight. The locale has not 
merely shifted; it has expanded. In its 
expansion it has come to encompass new 
areas where local fears and hatreds can 
be exploited and used. 

I ask unanimous consent that Mr. Res
ton's column be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the column 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

SovIE"r COLD WAR POLICY Is SAME AFTER 
50 YEARS 

(By James Reston) 
WASHINGTON .-On the eve Of the 50th an

niversary of the Communist revolution, the 
chairman of the Soviet Communist party, 
Leonid I. Brezhnev, compared the American 
activities in Vietnam to "the atrocities of the 
Fascist brutes," and promised that th:e Soviet 
Union would keep on giving North Vietnam 
whatever military assistance it needed until 
the United States withdrew its forces from 
that country. 

At the same time, Secretary of Defense 
Robert S. McNamara announced here that 
the Soviet Union had started testing what 
American 1ntell1gence sources thought might 
be a weapons system for attacking any part 
of the world with nuclear weapons from 
space satellites. 

That raises some interesting birthday ques
tions. Where do we stand with this other 
major nuclear power on its 50th anniversary? 
What ls the outlook for U.S.-Soviet relations, 
not only in Vietnam but elsewhere? 

The Johnson adtninistration has been very 
generous in its estimates of Soviet policy in 
Vietnam over the last couple of years. It has 
been saying that Moscow was unhappy about 
the war, wanted to end it, but had limited 
influence on Hanoi, and couldn't really aban
don a Socialist ally under bombardment by 
the United States. 

Accordingly, Washington has gone along on 
the assumption that it could gradually in
crease the military pressure on Hanoi and 
force it to settle the war on U.S. terms, and 
that Moscow would acquiesce in such an ac
commodation. 

That assumption, however, has always been 
challenged by Washington's major European 
allies, ancf it is now being challenged by some 
of President Johnson's own associates-not 
to him personally, because he ls not in a 
listening mood, but within the isolated pre
cincts of the State Department. 

There are many people Within the adminis
tration who take Brezhnev threats seriously. 
They question the major assumption of the 
President and the secretary of state that the 
Soviet Union Will tolerate the slow defeat of 
North Vietnam and the Viet Cong, and be
lieve that Moscow has the power and the will 
to prevent it. 

Their argument ls as follows: Vietnam is 
not vital to the Soviet Union geographically, 
but it is vital politically. Aside from the 
question of wanting to support a Socialist 
ally, Moscow gains by Washington's involve
ment in the war. The cost to the Soviet 
Union of supporting North Vietnam is about 
one billion a year; the cost to the United 
States of supporting South Vietnam is about 
$30 billion a year. 

Moscow is worried about the war getting 
out of hand, and does everything it can to 
avoid a dangerous escalation on our part, 
but it ls not unhappy, according to this 
argument, about an indefinite stalemate 
that divides the people of the United States, 
splits the Western all1ance, diverts China 
from the Sino-Soviet border struggles and 
costs Washington 30 times more than it 
costs Moscow. 

Looking beyond the 50th anniversary of 
the Communist revolution to the next 10 or 
20 years, the prospect from Moscow is not 
very bright. The United States now has two 
or even three to one advantage over Moscow 
in strategic weapons, and a much larger 
rate of economic growth. If the war ends, 
Washington's $30 billion a year for Vietnam 
Will be available to ease the pressures in 
the American cities and in the underdevel
oped world, and that would not be in Mos
cow's interests. Therefore, why should 
Brezhnev want to end the war, provided it 
can be controlled? 

The Johnson administration, of course, 
rejects that line of reasoning. It believes 
Moscow is merely providing token support 
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to Vietnam and will eventually allow Wash
ington's superior air and naval power to 
prevail, but that is an assumption that may 
be right and may be wrong, and it is at the 
heart of the debate going on here in 
Washington. 

For example, Moscow is now providing 
rockets that can hit our airfields in Vietnam 
from a distance of five miles. It is rationing 
its offensive weapons to Hanoi, but if the 
five-mile rockets do not maintain a balance 
of power, why not 10-mile rockets? Moscow 
has them, and it has missiles that can hit 
our fleet. The question is whether the Soviets 
are determined to deliver whatever is neces
sary to keep the war going. Some omcials 
here think Moscow is not; others think that 
it certainly is. 

The evidence on the administration's side 
is at least subject to debate. The Johnson 
administration has tried with the utmost 
sincerity to get Moscow to limit the arms 
race, to stop building an antiballistic missile 
system, to keep weapons out of space, to help 
end the war in Vietnam and to cooperate in 
reducing tensions in Europe and the under
developed world-but Moscow has refused. 

The Soviet leaders are apparently not try
ing to revive the most dangerous phase of 
the cold war, but they seem to be determined 
to go into the second half-century of their 
revolution by creating as much mischief as 
they can, in Vietnam and elsewhere. 

The liberal tendencies of the Johnson ad
ministration lead it to believe that Moscow 
is coming around to a more moderate view 
of the cold war, but the evidence in Viet
nam, in the Middle East, and in the develop
ment of weapons systems, suggests that the 
trend of Soviet policy is still going in 1967 
against the West and in favor of revolu
tionary action, as it was from the beginning 
in 1917. 

CEA CHAIRMAN ACKLEY: HOW TO 
MAKE PROSPERITY LAST 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I in
vite attention to the last article in the 
United Press International series: "How 
To Make Prosperity Last." This piece, 
'published in Saturday's Washington 
Post, was written by Gardner Ackley, 
Chairman of the President's Council of 
Economic Advisers. 

Dr. Ackley is a most capable econo
mist. He views, quite correctly in my 
opinion, our record stretch of prosperity 
as a considerable achievement. His brief 
statement of the economic gains regis
tered since 1961 shows just how great 
an accomplishment this has been. In 
his usual modest appraisal, Dr. Ackley 
gives only partial credit to Federal eco
nomic policy, but there can be little 
doubt that our new conception of the 
role of economic policy has been largely 
reSpOnsible. 

Although I do not adhere to his imme
diate prescription for the economy, I 
commend him for his constructive and 
thoughtful approach to economic policy 
formulation. This article and the series 
as a whole have helped give perspective 
to our current economic debate. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that Dr. Ackley's article be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered t.o be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
How To MAKE PROSPERITY LAST: ACKLEY 
TEI.Ls How To AVOID FINANCIAL OVERHEATING 

(By Gardner Ackley, Chairman, Council of 
Economic Advisers) 

I am pleased to join in celebrating the fact 
that-in its 81st month-the present eco-

nomic expansion is now the longest in our 
history, having outlived the 80-month ex
pansion that included World War II. 

Between 1954 and 1961, the average dura
tion of expansions in the United States was 
30 months; the three expansions immediately 
prior to the present one lasted 45, 35, and 25 
months respectively. 

This expansion has been remarkable not 
merely for its duration, but for its vigor. 
Over these 80 months: 

Some 9 mi111on more workers have found 
highly productive jobs; 

The total income of consumers, after taxes 
and measured in constant prices, has risen 
40 per cent; 

Total real output has risen an average of 
5.2 per cent a year, and industrial output 6.4 
per cent a year. 

How can we keep this longest and most 
rewarding expansion going? Perhaps the 
question can best be answered by asking 
what accounts for the 80 months already 
achieved. 

I am sure that part of the explanation lies 
in the state of the economy in February 1961 
when the expansion began. 

There was surely a large backlog of poten
tial investment demand as a result of five 
years of slack. 

As a result of the same slack, price sta
bil1ty had been reestablished-and inflation
ary expectations dissipated-following the 
acute inflation of the Korean war and the 
sharp price rise of the mid-50s. 

Moreover, modern industrial managers had 
learned how to control inventories more ef
fectively, and to make investment decisions 
on the basis of a longer planning horizon
changes which reduce the inherent insta
bility of a private enterprise economy. 

These and other developments had set the 
stage for a strong and prolonged expansion; 
but they -certainly did not guarantee that it 
would occur. Witness the distinct faltering 
in the summer of 1962, which led to well
founded fears that the expansion would peter 
out after only 15 months. 

Among the many elements contributing to 
the duration and vigor of this expansion, a 
crucial one is surely a new conception of the 
role of Federal economic policy. 

In response to the mandate of the Em
ployment Aot of 1946, the makers of fiscal 
and monetary policy have learned to estimate 
continuously the potential output of the 
economy at high employment, and have de
signed fiscal and monetary policies which 
will support markets sumciently strong to 
utilize that potential. 

Hel.ped by the tax reduction of 1962, 1964, 
and 1965, the advance of production gradu
ally caught up with the steadily growing 
potential output of the economy. The task of 
economic policy was greatly complicated by 
the growing and not easily predictable de
mands of the Vietnam hostilities. 

Now and for the future, we are required not 
merely to keep total demand strong enough 
to use our full potential, but to avoid letting 
demand outrun potential output, thereby 
generating unhealthy inflationary pressures 
and soaring interest rates. These, in turn, 
could create imbalance capable of bringing 
expansion to an end. 

Thus the immediate challenge is to make 
effective the restraints on demand that the 
President has proposed-higher income 
taxes and a curtailment of less essential pub
lic spending. 

If we demonstrate the degree of fiscal re
sponsibility nec~ary to avoid an overheated 
economy in the period immediately ahead, we 
can then count on being able safely to stimu
late demand whenever in the future it may 
threaten to dip below the path of potential 
growth. 

The best recipe for continuing expansion 
that I know consists of flexible monetary and 
fiscal policies which wm keep expansion 
healthy by avoiding overheating, and which 

will stimulate its pace when it threatens to 
slacken off. 

Expansion can continue so long as we have 
the intelligence to measure our performance 
against our potential, and the political will 
to do what is necessary to keep our perform
ance in balance with our potential. 

THE CONTINUING CRISIS IN THE 
CITIES 

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, the 
continuing crisis in our cities has made 
us all aware of the need for a massive 
commitment by every segment of our 
society to curing the ills which have beset 
our urban areas. This great effort cannot 
be confined to the Federal, State, or local 
governmental agencies. The problems of 
our ghetto areas can be met and solved 
only by the combined endeavors of public 
and private sector alike. 

Our studies of urban problems Pointed 
out that the overriding need in our cities 
is more employment opportunities. I 
would like to take special note of the 
efforts of the Greater Hartford Urban 
League, in conjunction with five manu
facturing companies-the Allen Manu
facturing Co., Anderson Laboratories, 
Inc., Combustion Engineering, Inc., Ka
man Corp., and Hamilton Standard-to 
launch a job-recruitment drive aimed at 
providing more jobs for the unemployed 
in Hartford. These companies deserve 
the commendation of all for taking the 
lead in this important effort. 

I ask unanimous consent that an arti
cle published in the Hartford Times, 
which describes this effort, be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

JOB RECRUITMENT AIMED AT GHE:ITOS 
(By Marion.Jones) 

The Greater Hartford Urban League, in 
cooperation with manufacturing companies 
in the Bloomfield, Windsor and Windsor 
Locks area and the Connecticut Company, 
has launched an intensive job recruitment 
program aimed at the unemployed and un
deremployed in Hartford's ghettos. 

The companies-Allen Manufacturing Co., 
Anderson Laboratories Inc., Combustion En
gineering Inc., Kaman Corporation, and 
Hamilton Standard-have listed nearly 200 
job openings with the Urban League employ
ment director Samuel B. Wilson. 

The jobs range in scope from maintenance 
to engineering and offer openings to persons 
with varied levels of education and ex
perience. Aside from the job openings avail
able the companies have listed various job 
training openings and have offered oppor
tunities for advancement to those hired in 
this special effort to get the unemployed to 
an employer. 

The unique part of this program, an
nounced today by Wilson and representa
tives of the participating programs, is that 
following the recruiting and hiring phase of 
the project, the Connecticut Company wlll 
revise and establish bus routes from North 
Hartford, the main job target area, to the 
participating employers. 

This phase of the program will fill the 
transportation gap long cited as a reason 
for many North Hartford unemployed not 
seeking jobs outside of their area. 

The companies are also going to set up 
an extensive advertising campaign to at
tract persons to the Urban League and 
subsequently to their companies. 

The Urban League will do the initial 
screening and then will direct applicants 



November 7, 1967 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - SENATE 31543 
to the various companies for job openings. 
The companies have agreed to have rep
resentatives stationed at the Urban League's 
10 Allyn St. office during the week of Nov. 
13, "Jobs Now Week," to interview screened 
applicants. 

Both male and female applicants will be 
accepted and there are no age limits. A 
spokesman for the Bloomfield-Windsor in
dustrial group said also that "we will not 
say no just because someone has a prison 
record." 

Most of the jobs are for the second shift, 
however there are several openings for first 
and third shifts. 

The pay ranges from $1.50 an hour to 
over $3 an hour 1n the more skilled and 
professional areas. 

Janitors, assemblers, electricians, typists, 
keypunch operators, machinists, clerks, 
draftsmen, painters, chemists and engineers 
are a few of the many openings. 

It ls expected to be a continuing program 
geared to filling job openings with people 
who need jobs. It is also expected that bus 
service will be a continuing service once the 
initial employes have been hired. 

"We are providing the referral, the trans
portation and the employer," said a spokes
man, "those are the three key issues in 
filling the labor market today." 

THEORY AND REALITY IN TAX 
POLICY 

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, taxes-
Federal, State, and local-are of great 
concern to our citizens, and, in view of 
the administration's demand for in
creased taxes, we need all the informa
tion available on this subject. 

Dr. Dan Throop Smith, formerly with 
the Treasury Department and now pro
fessor of finance at Harvard University, 
delivered an address entitled "Theory 
and Reality in Tax Policy" at the Na
tional Tax Association Annual Confer
ence in Atlanta, Ga., on October 23, 1967. 
Because it is most timely, I ask unani
mous consent that it be printed in the 
RECORD . 

There being no objection, the address 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

THEORY AND REALITY IN TAX POLICY 

(Presidential address by Dan Throop Smith, 
at the National Tax Association annual 
conference, Atlanta, Ga., October 23, 1967) 
The contributions of theoretical analysis 

in the development of tax policy are numer
ous and manifest. At some times and in some 
places, I have been and shall continue to be 
a vigorous advocate of the need for reliance 
on a theoretical structure to secure wise tax 
legislation. But at this time and in this place, 
it seems more important to challenge the 
value and indeed to warn against the use 
of certain recent developments in theory 
as guides for publlc policy. The danger of 
these theoretical concepts, and it ls no exag
geration to say that erroneous or impractical 
theories may constitute a danger, arises from 
their failure to take adequate account of the 
realities of thought and action of people in 
politics and as taxpayers, investors, and 
busdnessmen. 

Specifically, the present deficit, which is 
recognized by virtually everyone as in:tla
tionary under existing circumstances, arose 
from theoretical misconceptions about the 
long-run economic needs for government 
revenues to meet expenditures and the 
short-run political feasibility of changing tax 
rates. Prospectively, revisions in the tax 
structure are advocated by some to make it 
conform to their theoretical concept of 
equity-a concept which is inconsistent with 
traditional and ·Widely held popular beliefs 

about what is fair-or to a theoretical model 
of economic neutrality which may be incon
sistent with economic growth or an accept
able balance of payments. 

Emphasis in the literature of public fi
nance sometimes reflects the major problems 
of a period. Attention to stabilization in the 
nineteen thirties reflected the depression of 
that decade. Emphasis on growth in the 
nineteen fifties reflected the concern felt by 
some about the international comparisons 
of rates of growth. This concern, one may 
note, has at last been recognized as un
justified by subsequent studies indicating 
the greater potentials for growth at various 
stages of economic development or under 
particular conditions of transferable labor. 

But a new emphasis in theoretical writing 
need not reflect the changing problems of 
the times. A br1111ant exposition of a new or 
neglected concept provides an intellectual 
challenge for other writers who find their 
professional satisfaction in writing dissents, 
refinements or qualifications. Economic 
theory can become as fascinating for econo
mists as pure mathematics for mathema
ticians-and as remote from the world of 
affairs .. The construction of a neat model is 
a satisfying intellectual achievement and, 
for those whose talents lie in that direction, 
the manipulation of a model can be more 
intriguing than attempts to test its corre
spondence with the real world. 

The danger that theory may unduly depart 
from reality ls by no means new. The epitome 
of the theoretical contempt for the practical 
was represented by the remark of a re
nowned economist some thirty odd years ago. 
Perhaps I have quoted it too often, but it ls 
classic in its unintended forthrightness. The 
incident involved a prediction that if a cer
tain policy was followed for a year, dire re
sults would occur. The policy was followed; 
the results did not occur; and the theorist 
was asked a year later by a newspaper re
porter if the events did not disprove the 
theory. With supreme assurance and unim
paired confidence he answered, "Not at all. 
If the American people had understood eco
nomics, it would have happened." The anal
ogy to the attitudes of some theorists re
garding equity in the tax system will be 
noted shortly. 

The concept of "fiscal drag," advanced 
under that name only a few years ago, turned 
a statistical possib111ty about the relative 
rates of growth of government expenditures 
and revenues into a firm prediction. Tax 
reduction based on the concept and the er
roneous projections has turned out to be 
inflationary, and any short-run benefits 
from a faster immediate expansion in the 
economy probably will be more than offset by 
the damage from additional inflation or the 
actions taken to suppress infia tion. 

A belief that an increase in aggregate de
mand would absorb most of the unemployed 
without creating inflationary pressures 
turned out to be incorrect in two respects. 
Much unemployment, especially that which 
led to the greatest social problems, was hard
core unemployment not susceptible to sig
nificant improvements by increased total 
spending. And bottlenecks led to inflationary 
wage and other cost increases while total un
employment was still substantial. 

Though the phrase "fiscal drag" is a recent 
addition to our vocabulary, some considera
tion of future as well as present revenues 
and expenditures is not new in tax policy. 
In 1954, for example, a decrease in revenue of 
over $7 b1llion was proposed and adopted, 
through rate reductions and revisions in the 
Internal Revenue Code, on the basis of a 
curtailment in expenditure which was con
fidently and correctly foreseen. It was recog
nized that a large surplus, if tax reductions 
had been postponed until expenditures had 
been cut, would have been unduly repressive. 
But this was quite different than the projec
tion of revenues to be secured from a level of 
economic activity theoretically attainable 

against an inadequate projection of expendi
tures in existing programs and probable new 
programs. 

At a time when increased Federal spending 
was thought to provide the solution to most 
domestic social problems and when real in
genuity was thought to be necessary to avoid 
economic recession because of surging Fed
eral revenues, it 1JS not surprising that ex
penditures rose so rapidly that the budget 
got out of control, quite apart from mmtary 
outlays. Anyone who had felt the inexorable 
increases in expenditures in the 1950's, at a 
time when the prevailing attitude was one 
of skepticism regarding the need for new and 
larger Federal programs, could be fairly cer
tain that statistical projections showing any 
shortfall of expenditures in the mood of the 
early 1960's would be unrealistic. 

In passing, one may note with some regret 
that critics of our affiuent society who cor
rectly emphasize that the quality of life 
depends on the quality rather than the quan
tity of expenditures in private consumption 
have failed to recognize that the same dis
tinction should be made regarding govern
ment expenditures. May we hope to have 
the same discriminating analysis applied in 
the public area, with the conclusion that a 
smaller but wiser expenditure may give a 
better quality of both public and private life? 

In education, in welfare, and even in high
way construction, more attention to the 
quality of the result, rather than a presump
tion that an increased quantity of input 
automatically leads to a better output, is 
needed. Analysis of this sort presents a chal
lenge to political scientists and economists, 
as well as to professional specialists in the 
various government programs. Symptoms in 
some of the welfare states suggest that exces
sive public affiuence may be as deb111tating 
for a society as it ls for some individuals, 
with results that are more serious because 
they are more pervasive. 

In brief, the belief of a few years ago that 
a fiscal drag was the principal danger in the 
Federal budget has been discredited by the 
realities of accelerating government expen
ditures. Like the misconception of a genera
tion ago that western c1v111zation was eco
nomically mature and hence inherently stag
nant, it led to bad economic policies. The 
mature economy concept led to tax and other 
penalties on savings and investment which 
first suppressed latent revival and growth 
and later laid the basis for inflationary forces 
in expanding economics. The concept of fis
cal drag led us into the present impasse 
with an inflationary budget deplored by all 
but . for too long corrected by none. 

Until recently it was not only thought 
that the elimination of fiscal drag was neces
sary to assure continued economic growth, 
and that its elimination probably would 
produce the growth, but it was also believed 
that a proper exercise of fiscal policy could 
produce "fine tuning" of the economy with 
virtually steady rises in activity and income. 
Again, political and economic realities have 
disproven the idea that quick adjustments 
in tax rates could be used for stab111zation 
purposes. First, a temporizing Administra
tion postponed attempts to secure Congres
sional approval of rate increases far beyond 
the time when action seemed required. More 
recently, a frustrated Congress has know
ingly and understandably accepted more im
mediate inflation as a necessary price to pay 
in an attempt to secure some control over 
expend! tures. 

In theory, expenditures should be limited 
directly by Congressional appropriations but, 
for a variety of reasons under our govern
mental processes, individual appropriations 
mount to a level which, after the fact, is 
regarded as excessive in the aggregate. Since 
the middle nineteen fifties, the Congress has 
used the requests for increases in the debt 
limit as occasions to try to control expen
ditures indirectly. These attempts could not 
be really effective because expenditures in 
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process had to be paid for. It is likely, how
ever, that the small increases in the debt 
limit actually adopted, forcing repeated re
quests for :further increases, and the denun
ciations which occurred each time the ceiling 
was raised, including self-denunciation in 
the Congress, has had some effect in curtail
ing outlays, illogical and inappropriate 
though this method may be _in theory. 

The size of the deficit may be a psycholog
ical constraint on expenditures, quite apart 
from its relation to the debt limit. But the 
psychological factor does not apply systemat
ically. For several years after 1953, when a 
balanced budget was an accepted and at
tainable goal, the fact that a contemplated 
expenditure or tax reduction was not "in the 
budget," was a fairly effective barrier to its 
adoption. Later, in 1958, when receipts fell 
off and expenditures increased during a 
pause in economic expansion, action which 
increased an already admitted deficit was 
not taken seriously until the total estimated 
gap approached $10 billion. This round figure 
seemed to produce the same shock effect that 
any imbalance had a few years previously, 
and the budget constraint again became ef
fective. In 1962, when the policy criterion 
had changed, a deficit up to but not above 
the level actually incurred involuntarily a 
few years previously seemed to be taken as a 
"safe" figure which could be not only ac
cepted but sought. 

More recently, concern about deficit fi
nancing subsided and the deficit has con
tinued to mount until the figure of $29 bil
lion was reached in one of the projections. 
This seemed to have the same psychological 
impact as did the $10, billion figure in 1958. 
And this is the situation in the latter part of 
1967. Votes against a tax increase do not 
typically represent enthusiasm for or even 
approval of the deficit. Rather, they seem to 
reflect an almost desperate attempt to force 
the Administration to join with the Con
gress in a serious review of programs in a 
situation when even any likely curtailment 
of spending will still leave an inflationary 
deficit. There is some precedent for forcing 
executive action by legislative inaction. The 
delay by Congress in voting a tax reduction 
until after the budget was presented in Jan
uary 1964, probably kept spending plans 
down in that year. 

"Fine tuning" through changes in tax de
ductions and credits was thoroughly discred
ited in the Congress by the fiasco over the 
repeal and reinstatement of the investment 
credit. The idea that major investment pro
grams in business could be turned off by the 
suspension of the investment was unrealistic. 
Once embarked on, efficiency requires com
pletion of a major program. The results of 
a repeal of the credit thus will lag behind the 
act, perhaps into the later period when, un
der "fine tuning," expansion might be de
sired. But when a restoration of the credit ls 
authorized for a specified date in the near 
future, projects not yet in the process may 
be postponed; a few months delay may jus
tify the cost advantage. 

The probability of a surge in capital ex
penditures when the credit was restored was 
so widely recognized that the date of restora
tion was advanced and in fact established 
retroactively. Another generation in a later 
Congress may try the experiment again, but 
statements of those most immediately in
volved indicate that they will not join in a 
repetition. The estimates of economic ac
tivity have been stated to be too uncertain 
for Congressional action on temporary sus
pension, and the results of a suspension have 
been found to be too slow at the start and 
perversely pronounced at the end. 

On the general issues of fiscal policy, I 
venture the following summary. We have 
learned, long since, that a reduction in ex
penditures or an attempt to increase revenues 
in a period of recession will accentuate the 
recession. It is improbable that any party at 

any time will attempt to balance an un
balanced budget during a recession. Also, 
we know that there is substantial growth in 
government revenues iL an expanding econ
omy. But we have learned from very recent 
experience, what we should have known al
ready, the government expenditures also have 
an upward momentum and may absorb avail
able revenues. Infiationary deficits seem a 
much greater and more persistent danger 
than does any probable fiscal drag. Continu
ing deficits are especially unacceptable in an 
economy which seems to have other inher
ently infiatlonary fo11ces, including the ex
pected pattern of wage increases. 

The intriguing models of rapid and fre
quent changes in tax rates, d,eductlons and 
credits for fine tuning have been proven im
practica~ in our world of political realities. 
In the final balance, attempts to achieve too 
much by fiscal policy have thrown an alto
gether unreasonable and impossible burden 
on monetary policy. Some theorists who fa
vored the recent experiment will simply com
plain that the public does not understand 
economics. Others seem already to be recog
.ntzing that a theor'y which ignores reallties 
should not be used as a basis for public 
policy. 

Theory has not only lost touch with reality 
regarding the necessary level of total revenue 
and the difficulties of obtaining it. Much of 
the current theoretical L';erature seems also 
to have set up goals and models for changes 
in the tax structure which are more impres
sive as intellectual achievements than use
ful programs in the real world. I shall refer 
only to the proposal for a comprehensive tax 
base and the emphasis on economic neutral
ity as a major criterion of policy. 

The inclusion of gifts, bequests, and capi
tal gains along with ordinary income in a 
comprehensive tax base for the taxation of 
individuals is proposed under a concept of 
equity which has a background as distin
guished as it is limited. Some of those who 
most ardently advocate the comprehensive 
tax base frankly admit that it rests on a 
subjective value judgment which others may 
not accept. Other advocates seem to insist 
that the general public should feel unfairly 
treated in the absence of a comprehensive 
tax base, even 1f they do not actually feel 
abused, and that the rather esoteric theoreti
cal ideal of equity based on the net accretion 
concept alone embodies righteousness. The 
attitude of the protagonists sometimes seems 
as arrogant as that of the economist who 
said that if the American people had under
stood economics ·his erroneous prediction 
would have been realized. 

For many generations and for many pur
poses, the distinction between capital and 
income has been important. The line of de
marcation is at times obscure and, with 
increasing complexity in investment and 
business transactions, it has at times been 
necessary to draw the Une in a somewhat 
arbitrary manner. But the basic distinction 
is still valid. It is, I think, stm correct to say 
that any economic entity, be it an individual, 
a business, or a nation, which confuses capi
tal with income has a fair chance of con
suming the former with a consequent reduc
tion in both wealth and income. 

In spite of this solid and important dis
tinction between income and capital, a num
ber of brllliant and persuasive writers in 
public finance theory have adopted a con.; 
cept that transfers of capital between in
dividuals and between assets by a single in
dividual have the same true-paying capacity 
as the receipt of ordinary income. (In the 
case of transfers between individuals, the 
full amount of the capital value of a gift 
or bequest would be included in the tax 
base; tn the case of transfers between assets 
by an owner, the gain only would be includ
ed.) The comprehensive tax base is plausible 
and respectable, though it would significant
ly deplete the supply of capital. But personal 
consumptions expenditures would also pro-

vide a plausible and respectable tax base, and 
its adoption would significantly increase the 
supply of capital. 

The popularity of the comprehensive tax 
base among its advocates probably rests to 
a considerable degree on their strong predis
position in favor of redistribution of wealth 
and income. Attitudes on this issue refiect 
individual value judgments on ethical and 
social grounds. It is notable, however, that 
many writers in public finance place such a 
high value on redistribution, regardless of 
the extent of redistribution already achieved 
by a tax structure, that they are inclined to 
favor any proposal which produces still more 
redistribution. And they are inclined to re
ject any which permits increases in higher 
bracket incomes and wealth, even if asso
ciated with greater income and wealth at 
all levels. 

The criticism so often and so justifiably 
made that in many of the developing coun
tries policies arising from an obsession with 
redistribution have the effect of limiting 
economic growth and making everyone worse 
off applies in less obvious ways here. (The 
familiar analogy is that controversy over the 
size of the slices in the pie distracts atten
tion from baking bigger pies from which 
everyone could get bigger slices.) Perhaps 
we are sufficiently aftiuent to afford the lux
ury of pushing redistribution to a point 
where it restrtcts growth if that is what we 
want, but it should be a conscious choice of 
alternatives and not assumed to be univer
sally desired regardless of the price in terms 
of national income foregone. 

The effects of adoption of a comprehensive 
tax base on the supply of capital should be 
self-evident. Common sense suggests and re
cent studies confirm the fact that propen
sities to consume and save vary with the 
nature and regularity as well as the amount 
of income and other receipts. Certainly, sub
stantial bequests and gifts of capital sums 
are not typically regarded as income, or as 
funds properly spent on consumption. They 
are likely to be retained as capital. And 1f 
taxed away under a comprehensive tax base 
they are not likely to be restored by unusually 
high savings from regular income. 

Personal attitudes regarding capital gains 
probably vary more than those regarding 
capital gifts and bequests. Some consider 
increases in the value of capital assets as 
being embodied in capital from their incep
tion and the use of a capital gain for current 
consumption as being as imprudent as, the 
use of capital itself. Continued depreciation 
in the value of the currency only reinforces 
this view. Under this concept, a tax on capi
tal gain is simply a selective capital levy 
which, though it may have a proper role in 
a tax structure, should not be confused with 
~n income tax. 

Others. with equal conviction, regard a 
capital gain as income, both in their personal 
use of gains and in the abstract. It seems 
probable, in fact, that one's attitude regard
ing the proper tax treatment of cap-ital gains 
depends on his own uses of gain. For those 
who treat gains as windfalls to finance more 
expensive vacations or, if recurring, a higher 
standard of living, taxation as income is 
reasonable. 

Unfortunately there is no statistical basis 
for comparing these two points of view, either 
by numbers of people or by amounts of total 
gain involved. About all one may hope for is 
tolerant reeognition by each of the other's 
concept. The former, which I hold most 
emphatically, 1s less often reflected in public 
finance literature, though it seems very 
likely that capital accumulation in this 
country could not have proceeded as it has 
unless many others treated galris as capital 
or, if income, as income subject to a pecu
liarly high propensity for saving. It is hard 
to imagine that full taxation of gains would 
not reduce a country's supply of capital 
below the level it would otherwise attain. 
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Tax-free roll-overs of realized gains and 

full taxation of gains used for consumption 
would seem to give reasonable recognition 
to both points of view and have minimum 
adverse effects on the supply of capital. For 
those who are particularly concerned with 
redistribution of wealth, in addition to equal
ization of living standards, tax-free roll
overs, or taxation of reinvested gains at a 
low rate, would not be acceptable. The pro
posal, however, deserves more attention from 
the standpoint of the various concepts of 
equity, the effects on redistribution of 
wealth as distinct from effects on d11ferences 
in standards of living, and the effects on the 
supply and the use of capital. Supply and 
use are both influenced by capital gains 
taxation·. 

Many other aspects of the concept of the 
comprehensive tax base deserve specific at
tention. There 1s a disposition among its 
advocates to extend the tax base to virtually 
all fringe benefits, regardless of the reason 
for their existence. An excess of enthusiasm 
can lead to unreasonable complexities in 
the law and its administration. The taxation 
of fringe benefits created largely to avoid 
taxation is necessary to maintain general 

, taxpayer morale. But attempts to cast the 
tax net over all sorts of imputed income and 
income in kind wlll produce little more than 
intellectual satisfaction to theorists at the 
expense of great annoyance to many tax
payers. 

The comprehensive tax base has great 
appeal to many people. I suggest that it 
is by no means the only respectable tax base, 
and that its adoption would produce adverse 
effects on supplies of capital and adminis
trative diftlculties, as well as being in conflict 
with the concepts of equity of many people. 

I shall comment only in the most general 
- terms on the r.ecent emphasis on economic 

neutrality as a major criterion for tax policy. 
Attention to economic neutrality reflects a 
high respect for the free play of market forces 
in decisions on consumption, savings and 
investment. It is, however, more than mod
erately surprising that many of those who 
are the strongest advocates of economic neu
trality in tax policy are the strongest oppo
nents of neutrality regarding the division 
between the public and private sectors of 
the economy and in the distribution of the 
income left in the private sec·tor. 

But neutrality in tax policy appears to 
have appeal both to those who would have 
the state intervene to collectivize and redis
tribute income and to those who prefer a 
greater degree of free market economy in all 
respects. The latter, however, though they 
may sympathize with the theory of tax neu
trality in the abstract, recognize that in the 
real world there are so many other non
neutral aspects of policy that neutrality in 
one area may not increase neutrality on the 
average. Furthermore, a shift to tax neutral
ity could be disruptive and also conflict with 
other important national goods. Complete 
neutrality in tax policy may, for example, de
crease corporate retained earnings with no 
likelihood of an offsetting increase· in in
dividual savings. And the removal of differ
ential tax treatments may lead to abrupt 
shifts between industries or prices of prod
ucts. 

The differing attitudes of people to eco
nomic neutrality seems worthy of comment. 
To some, even to some economists, the goal 
is a rather esoteric one, hardly suitable as a 
basis for a political issue or for personal 
emotion. For others, and probably only for 
economists, indignation about nonneutrality 
can be stronger than indignation about in
equities. The point was most clearly dem
onstrated in the discussions in the Brookings 
conference on the tax treatment of oil and 
gas income. As the discussion developed it 
·seemed to indicate that the effects of the 
special tax treatments in general were re
flected in increased investment ln the Indus-

try and lower prices for the products, rather 
than in unreasonably high profits. Some 

. individuals felt that 1f this were true, the 
issue was much less significant than it had 
been thought to be when attention centered 
on the effects on individual fortunes and net 
incomes. But others were more concerned, 
and more indignant, at the thought of "mis
allocation" of resources, a point of view prob
ably only possible for a theorist. 

In another area, tax neutrality regarding 
foreign investment by business has often 
been emphasized in both public finance liter
ature and recent proposals for legislation. 
Much of the analysis and many of the propo
sals tacitly assume an ideal world in which all 
other countries have objectives and policies 
of neutrality, a situation which most em
phatically does not exist in fact. Thorough 
analysis of comparative treatments and rela
tive competitive position& would seem to be 
more useful as guides for policy than further 
refinements of models of neutrality. 

It seems likely that economic neutrality 
wm receive increasing attention in public 
finance literature and in proposals for 
changes to conform to theoretical models. 
This, I suggest, is an area in which conflicts 
with reality may be especially acute. Models 
for neutrality can be simple or elaborate and 
they are always intriguing to specialists. 
Hopefully, others will be equally intrigued 
with analyzing the impact of tax changes 
toward neutrality in the real world which is 
full of nonneutral factors and policies and 
in which many national objectives require 
nonneutrality. 

Analysis which points out nonneutralities 
and measures their effects can be valuable 
for rational decisions on public policy. But 
an elevation of neutrality to a major role as 
a criterion of policy, with inadequate analy
sis or unrealistic presumptions about its ef
fects, is not likely to be helpful in dealing 
with the complex problems of the real world. 

BIG DROP IN NEW ORDERS DIS
CREDITS TAX INCREASE PRO
POSAL 
Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I fully 

appreciate the aversion to beating an old 
bag of bones. The administration's tax 
increase proposal may be dead for this 
year. But next year is nearby, and sen
timent for the tax increase continues in 
the face of economic developments that 
continue to discredit it more every day. 

The economic-academic fraternity 
continues to contenc;l that only fear and 
voter a version to tax increases stand in 
the way of the logical anti-inflation pre
scription: a tax increase. 

And they continue to be wrong. 
The latest development was reported 

in this morning's newspapers. Factory 
orders fell in September for the third 
consecutive month. The drop was almost 
$1 billion, the steepest decline of three 
consecutive monthly reductions in new 
orders. 

Mr. President, this is hardly the per
formance of an economy that is about to 

· burst at the seams in uncontrollable de
mand pressures· sure to drive prices up. 
New orders are among the best--perhaps 
the best-single indicators of the future 
performance of the economy, and this 
indicator says the economy is going down 
not up. If this is itrue, the case for a de
mand depressing tax increase evaporates. 

Second, the disappearance of the stiin
ulus of the Vietnam war is becoming in
creasingly apparent, and it was the Viet
nam war escalation which was, along 

with the 1964 tax cut, primarily respon
sible for the sharp inflationary push on 
the economy in the period frommid-1964 
through mid-1966. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that an article published in the Wall 
Street Journal of this morning, report
ing the fall in factory orders, be printed 
in the RECORD. Also, I ask unanimous 
consent that an article written by Joseph 
R. Slevin, analyzing the diminishing 
stiinulation of the Vietnam war on the 
economy and published in this morning's 
Washington Post be printed in the 
RECORD. 

'Ilhere 1being no objectiOn, the arrticles 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
FACTORY ORDERS FELL IN SEPTEMBER FOR 

THIRD MONTH-BOOKINGS DECL7NED 2.1 
PERCENT FROM AUGUST--8HIPMENTS WERE 
ALSO DoWN-BACKLOGS ROSE-FORD STRIKE 
PARTLY BLAMED 
WASHINGTON .-New factory orders dropped 

in September by almost $1 billion, the Com
merce Department said, the deepest of three 
consecutive monthly declines. 

Shipments slid even more steeply, the re
port showed, while the backlog of unfilled 
orders moved up moderately and inventories 
edged above their August level. 

T".a.e factory-orders inflow was a seasonally 
adjusted $44,945,000,000, the report said, 
down 2.1 % from the upward-revised $45,900,-
000,000 of August; the bookings, a key guide 
to future production, had dropped by 9.2% 
in August and in July. 

The latest falloff, which was foreshadowed 
by a previously reported drop in the inflow of 
orders for durable goods, isn't a sign of gen
eral weakness, Johnson Administration offi
cials assert. Much of it was due directly to 
the Ford Motor Co. strike, they say, adding 
that "secondary effects" of the work stoppage 
might account for much of the rest of the 
decline. 

Factory inventories equaled 1.83 months' 
sales at the reduced September pace, the de
partment said, up substantially from the 1.78 
ratio at the end of August and sharply above 
the 1.70 of a year before; a high ratio usually 
leads industry to hold down production, but 
Government men contend that rebounds 
from strikes are apt to be brisk. 

AUTO-DATA REVISIONS 
Downturns in a wide range of industries 

left the new orders total almost $1.4 b1llion 
below the last record of $46,318,000,000 set 
a year before; it was the lowest level since 
last April. 

Durable-goods ordering was off 2.3 % from 
the month before; this was less adverse, how
ever, than the 3.2 % drop originally reported 
before auto data was revised upward. Non
durables ordering was down 1.9 % after a 
0.4% decline in August. 

New orders received by the machinery and 
equipment industries dropped to $4,647,-
000,000 from $5,058,000,000 the month before, 
which analysts say isn't too surprising in light 
of the strong gains in prior months and the 
general expectations that business plant and 
equipment outlays will rise only slightly this 
year and next. A year earlier, such orders 
totaled $4,906,000,000. 

The overall orders drop would have been 
much more severe, the statistics suggested, if 
it hadn't been for a jump to $3,549,000,000 
from $2,841,,()00,000 in "defense products" 
orders. This measure is a rough guide to 
Pentagon purchasing, including both civilian 
and military business in the aerospace, ord
nance and communications industries, but 
omitting other military goods. Even with the 
jump, though, such ordering was much 
smaller than the $4,671,000,000 of September 
last year. 
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Ordering for such consumer durables as 

furniture and appliances declined to $1,773,-
000,000 from $1,'859,000,000 the month before; 
the total was the slimmest since May and 
barely above the like 1966 month. 

SHIPMENTS DECLINE 

Factory shipments in September sank 2.7% 
to $44,448,000,000 after gaining 0.6% to an 
upward-revised record $45,675,000,000 in Au
gust; the total was the slimmest since last 
April, and less than $360,000,000 above a year 
before. The 3.7% drop from August in dur
ables' shipments reflected the auto strike and 
a "mixed pattern" of ups and downs among 
other hardgoods makers, the department said. 
The 1.6 % slippage in nondurables came as 
"moderate decr~ses" in most industries more 
than offset "small increases" in on, coal and 
leather, it said. 

Manufacturers' inventories edged up by 
only $36,000,000 to $81,406,000,000 at the 
end of September, but were alm'.ost $7,000,-
000,000 higher than a year before. Stocks of 

durable-goods companies slipped slightly, 
and nondurable stocks rose a little. 

The September standoff in inventories, fol
lowing a $473 million advance in August, ls in 
line with Government expectations that in
ventories wm show Uttle change for a wh1le 
and then resume a normal rise; a massive 
pile-up of inventories late last year and con
sequent production cutbacks as regarded as 
major causes of the softness in the first half 
of 1967. 

With new orders outstripping shipments 
for the fifth consecutive month, the backlog 
of orders rose to a record $80,482,000,000 from 
$79,985,000,000 at the end of August. Much 
of the advance was in defense industries, 
which had a backlog of $34,607,000,000 at the 
end of September; backlogs of the machinery 
and equipment industry and the consumer 
durables industry both declined slightly. 

Here ls the Census Bureau's monthly tabu
lation of manuf~turers' shipments, inven
tories, new orders and unfilled orders (in 
millions of dollars) : 

SHIPMENTS 

Unadjusted Seasonally adjusted 

September Aulust 
1966 19 71 

46, 170 44, 413 

23, 753 
22, 417 

22,089 
22,324 

INVENTORIES 

Unadjusted 

September 
1966 

August 
1967 1 

All manufacturing_____________________________ 74, 417 81, 013 

Durable goods____________________________ 47, 319 52, 631 
Nondurable goods_________________________ 27, 098 28, 382 

NEW ORDERS 

Unadjusted 

September 
1966 

All manufacturing------------------- ~ --------- 48,083 44,630 

Durable goods____________________________ 25, 810 22, 268 
Nondurable goods_______ __ ________________ 22, 273 22, 362 

Durable goods_--- - ----------------- _____ _ 
Nondurable goods _________ ---------------_ 

1 Revised. 2 Preliminary. 

UNFILLED ORDERS 

Unadjusted 

September August 
1966 1967 1 

79, 213 80, 400 

75,673 
3, 540 

77, 187 
3, 213 

September 
1967 

46, 366 

September 
1967 

80, 897 

52, 487 
28, 410 

September 
1967 

46, 660 

23, 652 
23, 008 

September 
1967 

80, 697 

77, 477 
3,220 

~~mt September 
1967 2 

45, 675 44,448 

23, 633 
22, 042 

22, 750 
21, 698 

Seasonally adjusted 

Aurst 
19 61 ser~6r~er 

81, 370 81, 406 

52, 784 
28, 586 

52, 766 
28,640 

Seasonally adjusted 

August 
19661 

September 
1967l 

45, 900 44, 945 
---

23, 726 
22, 174 

23, 183 
21, 762 

Seasonally adjusted 

Au~ust 
19 61 

sertember 
967 2 

79, 985 80,482 
--- ---

76, 801 77,233 
3, 184 3, 249 

VIETNAM SPENDING UPSURGE BEGINNING TO 
FLATI'EN OUT 

The big Vietnam spending upsurge is at 
an end. Defense Department outlays have 
climbed above the $75 .billion a year mark 
and Administration officials predict that 
any addl tional increases will ·be small. 

Vietnam. spending ls flattening out because 
the tremendous U.S. m111tary bu1ld-up 1s 
almost complete. Ofllclals say there wlll be 
no decline so long as the war continues but 
they contend th.at outlays will not rise sig
nificantly again unless President Johnson 
order.s a sh8.11>, new escalation in the South
east Asia fightt.ng. 

The end of the Vietnam spending boom 
is a major economic development, Rapidly 
climbing mllltary buying has provided the 
chief economic thrust for the past two 
years. But now the main spur wm have to 
come from consumer purchases, home-build
ing, the completion of the much talked 
about inventory correction, and other civ111an 
activities. 

There ls a widespread disposition to be 
deeply skeptical of official suggestions that 
the military buying upsurge is over. Admin
istration ofllcials repeatedly have underes
timated the cost of the Vietnam war. How-

ever, the evidence ls that this time they 
wm be proved right. 

"From an economic standpoint, you can
not count on any significant lift anymore 
from defense," a key ofllclal declared. "For 
all practical purposes, the impact of the 
Vietnam build-up is finished." 

New figures disclose that the Pentagon's 
multi-billion-dollar aircraft and ammunition 
outlays actually have started to edge down. 
Aircraft spending hit a peak during the 
spring while am.munition purchases topped 
out in ·the early summer. 

Construction expenditures are falling 
rapidly. Most of the huge harbor, airport, 
and milltary base installations in Vietnam 
are nearly completed. The construction com
panies are laying off workers. 

The armed forces now have all but 80,000 
of the 3,460,000 men who are to be under 
arms by next June 30. Spending for uniforms 
and other equipment has leveled out. 

The military's tremendous transportation 
expenses are dropping sharply, too. Most of 
the Vietnam units have arrived in Southeast 
Asia and v-ast stocks of supporting munitions 
have been shipped across the Pacific. 

Defense Secretary Robert S. McNamara re
cently cancelled the costly use of chartered 
aircraft to ferry men and supplies from the 
U.S. to Vietnam. "We were moving all kinds 
of junk by air," a Pentagon official snapped. 
"We've put an end to that." 

Fewer ships are being used, as well. While 
enormous quantities of replacement ammu
nition, spare parts, food and other 'Supplies 
stm must be sent to Vietnam, the completion 
of the port construction work has chopped 
the turn-around time for freighters. They no 
longer have to wait weeks to be unloaded and 
the military cargo backlog has been cleaned 
out of West Coast ports. 

The Defense Department originally took 
172 ships from the mothball fieet to meet 
Vietnam requirements. McNamara has or
dered that 16 be laid up again and more are 
due to go back into moth balls before next 
summer. 

Employment has stopped rising in defense 
industries such as aircraft, electronics, ord
nance, shipbu1lding, and communications. 
Their working forces hit a peak earlier this 
year and have been holding steady ever since. 

Looking ahead, officials believe that the 
future holds more of the same. 

McNamara is under intense White House 
pressure to keep defense spending from in
creasing again. The best judgment of knowl
edgeable officials 1s that the topping out of 
the Vietnam buildup is giving the bespec
tacled Cabinet Officer a better than even 
chance of enforcing the spending lid that 
Mr. Johnson has been demanding. 

AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF UNI
VERSITY WOMEN EXPRESSES 
CONCERN OVER ASPECTS OF SO
CIAL SECURITY BILL 

Mr. METCALF. Mr. President, the 
American Association of University 
Women has expressed to me its concern 
over certain aspects of the House passed 
social security bill, H.R. 12080. Specifi
cally, the association is. troubled by the 
minimal increase in OASDHI benefits, 
f allure to include disabled beneficiaries 
under medicare, the requirement that 
AFDC mothers participate in work and 
training programs and the proposed 
freeze on the number of children in each 
State eligible for AFDC support. 

I believe that this correspondence will 
be significant as we discuss H.R. 12080. I 
therefore ask unanimous consent that it 
be printed at this point in the RECORD. 
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There being no objection, the cor

respandence was ordered to be printed 
in the RECORD, as follows: 

AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF UNIVER
SITY WOMEN, 

Washington, D.C., October 23, 1967. 
Hon. LEE METCALF, 
U.S. Senate, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR METCALF: The support of 
the American Association of University 
Women for the principles behind the na
tion's Social Security program goes back to 
1937 when the original act was passed. 

We have followed the progress of the So
cial Security Amendments of 1967 with keen 
interest and wish to make some observa
tions, particµlarly on H.R. 12080 the House 
passed bill. 

In general the changes made in the House 
passed bill from the Administration's pro
posals reduce the size of the benefits to the 
aged, restrict the availability of medical as
sistance, and limit the present use of Aid to 
Dependent Children. 

For these reasons, the American Associa
tion of University Women calls for a recon
sideration of the initial proposals offered in 
February, and dissents from certain aspects 
of H.R. 12080. In particular, the Associaltion 
questions: ( 1) The Act's minimal increase 
in OASDHI benefits; (2) its failure to in
clude disabled beneficiaries under Medicare; 
(3) its requirement that AFDC mothers par
ticipate in work and training programs, and 
(4) the proposed limitations on the number 
of children in each state eligible for AFDC 
support. The basis for the Association's dis
sent is as follows: 

(1) OASDHI increase in benefits. The Ad
ministration proposed a 15% general increase 
in benefits, and an increase in the minimum 
benefit (from $44 to $70 per month for one 
person, and from $66 to $105 per month for 
a couple) , to be financed by an increase in 
the taxable base to $7800 in 1968, $9000 in 
1971, and $10,800 in 1974 (from the present 
base of $6600). Very small increases in the 
scheduled contribution rates were also to 
start in 1969. 

H.R. 12080 increases the benefits by 12% · 
percent and raises the minimum benefit 
from $44 to $50 a month (from $66 to $74 for 
a couple) to be financed by raising the wage 
base to $7600 on January 1, 1968, and by in
creasing the rate by .25 percent on employer 
and employee. 

Two summary statements argue for the 
larger increase in OASDfil benefits. One, the 
Department of Agriculture's economy budget 
(which allows about 22¢ per person per 
meal) calls for a minimum annual money 
income of $1470 for an aged person, and 
$1850 for an aged couple not living on a farm. 
Two, these figures are higher than the aver
age social security benefit for persons ($84 
per month) and couples ($143 per month}. 

(2) The House bill failed to include dis
abled beneficiaries under Medicare on the 
grounds that their coverage would be con
siderably more expensive than that for the 
aged. Earlier, the Social Security Advisory 
Council recommended coverage of the dis
abled, and it is obvious that their need for 
such coverage is great. 

(3) H.R. 12080 requires every state to set 
up work-training programs for all unem
ployed adults and older children who are 
receiving AFDC. With regard to forcing 
mothers of dependent children to enroll in 
such programs, it seems to me that Secretary 
Gardner's protest might well be that of the 
Association. He objected, he said, to ·"any 
atmosphere of coercion about training be
caus'e the great bulk Or the people we're 
concerned with here are mothers, and there 
ls a real question as to whether society gains 
if a mother leaves four children to go to 
work." 

·r 

(4) On AFDC, H.R. 12080 further limited 
the proportion of children under 21 in each 
state who could receive aid in the absence 
of a father to the percentage of AFDC chil
dren on the state rolls as of January 1967. 
Such a restriction ls quite unrealistic, given 
the interstate mobility of families and the 
strong probability that particular states will 
continue to receive more in-migrants than 
out-migrants. To quote the Secretary again, 
such a percentage limit would cause chil
dren "to pay for the real or supposed sins of 
their parents." 

As we recognize your dedication ·to the 
welfare of children we ask your help in 
procuring enactment of a Senate bill with 
provisions closer to those proposed by the 
Administration. 

Sincerely · yours, 
GLORIA PETERS, 

Area Representative in Community 
Problems. 

Dr. VICTORIA ScHUCK, 
Chairman, Legislative Program Com

mittee. 

THE STRIKE IN THE COPPER.
MINING INDUSTRY 

Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, for well over 
100 days now, the employees of K,enne
cott Copper Co., and others in the mining 
industry, have been on strike in Utah in 
an attempt to negotiate a new contract 
of employment. The impact l$ ·very se
rious on the economy of my State. Gover
nor Rampton has made several efforts to 
bring the parties together to accomplish 
meaning! ul collective bargaining leading 
to a new contract. So far his efforts have 
been unavailing. There qoes not appear 
to be any prospect of settlement in view. 

Naturally, with this condition prevail
ing in my State, there have been a num
ber of suggestions made as to how the 
dispute might be dealt with, both pres
ently and in the future. On.e such sug- . 
gestion was made by Paul. Thatcher, an 
attorney at law in Ogden, Utah. The 
second suggestion has been made in an 
editorial in the Ogden Standard Exam
iner for October 22. While I do not neces
sarily subscribe to everything stated in 
these documents, I think they should be 
put on the record for all to read and to 
discuss. In my opinion, we must find some 
way to protect the public from prolonged 
work stoppages. Not only the workmen in 
the affected industry and the stockhold
ers of that industry suffer, but the dam
age spreads out to other workers in other 
companies who are not involved in any 
way in the strike. In our highly complex 
and closely integrated economic society, 
we must devise a better way of bringing 
to a conclusion bargaining sessions be
tween management and labor. 

I ask unanimous consent that the two 
documents be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the items 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
[From the Salt Lake (Utah) Tribune, Oct. 

17, 1967] 
REGULATION FOR LABOR 

EDITOR, TRmuNE: Years ago we Americans 
recognized, and Congress and many legis
latures declared that labor-management rela
tions vitally affect the public health, safety 
and welfare. · 

Labor Relations Laws were enacted, in
tended to sec'Q.l'e a just and enduring in
dustrial peace serving the interests of all. 
By those laws we created Big Labor-a virtual 

independent sovereignty within our nation
hoping it would secure industrial peace by 
a "balance of power" with Big Business. 

Years have passed, but peace and order in 
labor-management relations still elude us. 
Daily we read and hear of long continued 
strife and bitterness in labor relations, of 
strikes, of violence and sabotage, of idle
ness and waste. 

Clearly the laws we adopted have missed 
their mark. It ls time to take a fresh look 
and more efl'ective action. 

A just and practical solut_ton can be found 
in the principles and procedures used in reg
ulating the public utilities, whose operation 
also affects the public interest. If a utility 
wants a rate increase or a change in opera
tions, it files its proposals with the Public 
Service Commission. All concerned, including 
the public, are given a fair, open hearing, and 
the facts are investigated and determined. 
The commission then authorizes such 
changes as the evidence shows are fair, just, 
and . compatible with the public interest. 

This system has well and fairly regulated 
monopolistic utilities. It should as well and 
as fairly regulate monopolistic Big Labor-
to the benefit of all. . 

PAUL THATCHER. 

[From the Ogden (Utah) Standard
Examiner, Oct. 22, 1967] 

NOVEL INDUSTRIAL STABILIZATION ACTS POSSI
BLE MODEL FOR PEACEFUL LABOR 

It's a long ways from Utah to the historic 
Caribbean islands of Trinidad and Tobago. 
But a novel Industrial Stabilization Act now 
in use there offers itself as a possible model 
for achie·ving labor peace here in our own 
state. 

When Utah Gov. Calvin L. Rampton inter
vened personally in a vain attempt to bring 
peace to the state's paralyzed copper indus
try, he was criticized in some selfish sources 
as having no business inter'Vening in a labor 
dispute. 

The governor replied that he was actfng 
upon behalf of the people of Utah, whose 
economy has been crippled for 100 days by a 
strike for which no settlement is in sight. 

Ali that Gov. Rampton couid do, in asking 
the opposing sides in the deepening copper 
controversy to get together, was to use the 
prestige of his omce. He had no legal power 
to request the strike to end. 

Had Gov. Rampton been the chief execu
tive of the independent state of · Trinidad 
and Tobago, he would not only have had the 
power to intervene but the duty. And the 
contesting parties would have been required, 
under a unique "Industrial · Stabilization 
Act," to submit their dispute to a potent 
Industrial Court. The court's decision would 
have been final. 

The Trinidad-Tobago system of industrial 
peace provides an ingredient sadly lacking in 
U.S.-style labor relations. It provides a voice 
for the people, the public, who-as in the 
current Utah copper situation-are so badly 
hurt by labor-management strife. 

There's another parallel. The population of 
the two islands, 20 miles apart in the Wind
ward Islands of the "Lesser Antilles" chain 
just north of Venezuela, was 950,000 when 
they became independent members of the 
British Commonwealth on Aug. 31, 1962. 
They now have · more than one million resi
dents, almost identical with the population 
of Utah. 

The program they have adopted is a 
thought-provoking one. It is well worth the 
study of Utahans-and others in our coun
try-who are interested in securing a sensi
ble method of settling unreasonable labor 
fights. 

The new, written constitution of Trini
dad and Tobago, is a model in many re
spects, taking its cues from the best portions 
of the U.S. Constitution and the British 
form of government. In its 'preamble, the 
carefuUy written doc~ent stipulates that 
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the people of the two islands "recognize that 
men and institutions remain free only 
when freedom ls founded upon respect for 
moral and spiritual values and the rule of 
law." 

Their parliament consists of a 24-member 
Senate, appointed by the Crown-named 
governor-general from a precise list of nomi
nees, and an elected, 36-member House of 
Representatives. The governor-general ts ac
tually powerless; the chief executive ls a 
prime minister. 

The system of courts follows, again, a com
bination of American and British forms, 
pledged to protect fundamental freedoms 
and human rights of the multi-racial island 
society. 

The original constitution had no specific 
provisions on labor courts. However, a state 
of unrest developed in early 1965 in the all-
1mportant sugar belt of Trinidad, brought 
about by what J. Algernon Wharton, an at
torney tn Port of Spain, the capital city, 
called "conflicting trades union interests." 

A limited state of emergency was declared. 
During it the parltament, on March 20, 1965, 
passed the Industrial Stab111zation Act. Its 
preamble describes it as "an act to provide 
for the compulsory recognition by employers 
of trade unions and organizations repre
sentative of a majority of workers, for the 
establishment of an expeditious system for 
the settlement of trade disputes, for the 
regula tlon of prices of commodl ties and 
for the constitution of a court to regulate 
matters relating to the foregoing and in
cidental thereto." 

In plainer language, it resembles the U.S. 
Taft-Hartley Labor Act, up to a point, but 
adds a provision for what amounts to com
pulsory arbitration. 

If a dispute develops, the Minister of 
Labour tries to obtain a settlement. Fail
ing this, he refers the matter to the Labor 
Court, whose opinion is binding. Appeal can 
only be taken to higher courts except on 
points of law, not on the merits of the dis
pute itself. 

Since its enactment, the Industrial Sta
b111zatlon Act has survived a critical test 
tn the nation's highest courts, which upheld 
its const1tut1onaltty~ 

The act was a major issue in a parliamen
tary general election in November 1966. The 
union-sponsored Workers and Farmers Party 
demanded its repeal. But the unionists failed 
to win any of the 35 House seats; one mem
ber, a veteran of several prior assemblies, was 
even rejected tn his bid for re-election. 

The people of Trinidad-Tobago, in other 
words, liked the Industrial Sta.blllzatlon Act 
and wanted it to remain in force. We sym
pathize with them, feeling they are on the 
right track. 

During tts first year of operation, the court 
considered 70 trade disputes referred to it for 
final determination and one case that ca.me 
up simply for ·advice, another desirable provi
sion of the a.ct. It settled them all. 

The act has a fine set of teeth, applicable 
to both management and labor. An employer 
who declares or takes part in an mega.I "lock
out" is subject to a penalty of $20,000 in 
fines, three yea.rs in prison or both the fine 
and prison sentence. 

Unions violating the act face a fine of 
$10,000 and loss of their registration-their 
charter. Individual union officers can be 
assessed fines of $2,500, a 12 months' jail term 
or both; non-union striker leaders can be 
fined up to $5,000, jailed for two years or be 
given both penalties. Individuals who strike 
Ulega.lly can be fined $250 or Jailed for three 
months! 

This measure used by Trinidad and Tobago 
ts mighty extreme. American labor and man
agement associations may charge that it in
terferes with the traditional rights of collec
tive bargaining. 

We do not believe that it does. If used in 
Utah or in the United States at large, it coUld 
bring order out of the labor chaos already 

upon us. This situation, with strike threats 
in many major industries, is apparently going 
to grow worse. 

The time to adopt laws that protect the 
public instead of only the selfish interests 
of shortsighted unions and companies, ls 
upon us. The Trinidad-Tobago Industrial 
Stab1llzation Act could well serve as an ef
fective model. 

LESSON IN LEATHER 
Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, some

times it seems tlmt whenever a bureau
crat is overcome by the urge to manip
ulate ·some segments of the economy, he 
always wants to experiment first on the 
farmer. 

I am thinking of the unfortunate ad
venture last year into price manipula
tion of the price of hides by the 
Department of Commerce. Last year the 
price of hides was coming UP-at last, 
after many, many years of scraping 
bottom. But the Government was per
suaded that the manufacturers of shoes 
and other leather articles needed to be 
protected from any increase in the prices 
of raw materials, even though that 
might mean pushing down the price of 
hides and the price of cattle. The Gov
ernment slapped a quota limitation on 
the quantity of hides that could be sold 
abroad, and thereby checked the price 
increase on hides. 

An editorial published in the Wall 
Street Journal a few days ago reminds 
us of the ultimate outcome of that story. 
Within a few months it became apparent 
that the quota on hide exports was un
necessary. Hide prices went down, and 
the pressure on the American hide mar
ket disappeared. But meanwhile foreign
ers found alternative sources of hides, 
and much of our foreign market for 
hides, painfully built up through the 
years, has now been lost. Also, our for
eign customers in some cases have 
switched over to the use of synthetics 
in place of leather. 

This year American hide exports have 
fallen by 11 percent during the first 
8 months of 1967, compared with the 
similar period of 1966. The American 
farmer has had to pay the price of the 
mistakes made by our economic man
agers in the executive branch of the 
Government. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the RECORD an editorial en
titled "Lesson in Leather," published in 
the Wall Street Journal of October 31, 
1967. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

LESSON IN LEATHER 

The exper~ences of the cattle hide business 
in the past couple of years mustrate only 
too well what usually happens when the 
Government ,tries to manage free markets. 
Unfortunately, a good many people appar
ently haven't been watching. 

The crisis began in 1965, when drought 
and other factors forced Argentina to cut 
back its sales of cattle hides in world mar
kets: together with growing world demand 
for leather shoes, the move enabled U.S. sup
pliers to step up their exports of hides. 

Naturally enough, the growing demand 
began boosting hide prices in the U.S., a 
trend that American producers of shoes and 
other leather goods d,id not like at all. By 
early last year they had persuaded the Com-

merce Department that a critical situation 
existed, so the Government decreed a quota 
on exports. 

Quotas, of course, are extremely diIDcult 
to enforce, since the Government (as yet 
anyway) has not chosen to go at the job 
with Gestapo-like policing. In fa.ct, during 
the six months or so that the curbs were in 
effect, exports actually rose slightly, instead 
of going down as the Government had in
tended. 

With the quotas officially dead, though, 
they're having some decided effects. Foreign 
buyers, unsure whether the U.S. will again 
start fooling around with world trade pat
terns, have understandably started looking 
elsewhere for supplies. 

Memories of the Governmental interven
tion, moreover, have probably helped spur 
foreign use of synthetic materials as replace
ments for leather. In any case, America's hide 
exports in the first eight months of this 
year fell 11 % from a year earlier. 

Now the U.S. hide men have a new prob
lem: Imports of shoes, made from foreign 
leather or synthetics, are rising swiftly. This 
trend is trimming output of shoes in this 
country, further restricting the market for 
U.S. hides. So the hide merchants are join
ing shoe makers, steel companies and others 
in pleading for the Federal Government to 
protect them with elaborate new import 
quotas. 

Leather, it's worth noting, is already losing 
ground to synthetics in the U.S. But the 
hide men presumably have no trouble ignor
ing that since they've so speedily forgotten 
their own sorry experiences with Federal 
market management. 

SOUND LOAN ASSISTANCE TO 
FAMILY FARMERS 

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, like 
every other Senator from a predomi
nantly rural State, I have been deeply 
concerned by the steady decline in the 
number of farm f amilles since the end 
of World War II. 

In South Dakota this decline has been 
at a rate of about 1,000 farmers a year. 
In 20 years we have lost more than 20,000 
farm families. This has not only de
prived my State of many splendid farm 
f amilles, but has had a serious economic 
impact on many of our rural commu
nities. 

There are many reasons for this de
cline, but the 1964 Agriculture Census 
shows that much of the decline in farms, 
particularly in my State, is due to older 
farmers retiring. This fact suggests the 
question: 

Why are young farmers not taking 
their place? 

One major reason is that they lack 
adequate sources of credit to get into 
farming. 

I am encouraged by what the John
son administration is doing to rectify 
this problem-to close the farm credit 
gap. 

I refer to the new and enlightened 
credit policies of the Farmers Home Ad
ministration in its farm ownership loan 
program. 

During fiscal year 1967, the Farmers 
Home Administration advanced more 
than $14 million to farm familles in my 
State so they could purchase, enlarge or 
improve their farms. In 1960, just prior 
to this administration, only $1.8 million 
was loaned for the same purpose. That is 
qi.ore than a 700-percent increase. 

In all, approximately 3,000 South Da
kota farmers have received farm owner-
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ship loans from FHA since 1961. Many, 
if not most of these farmers, without this 
credit resource, would have long since 
left the land to seek employment else
where. Most likely in our cities. 

What has happened in South Dakota 
under this fine loan program is reflected 
even more dramatically on a national 
basis. 

In :fiscal year 1960, the FHA, under the 
previous administration made less than 
3,000 farm ownership loans in the entire 
Unitied States for a total of $43 million. 
Last year, the same agency advanced 
more than $260 million for farm owner
ship. Since 1961, the Farmers Home Ad
ministration has loaned more than $1.3 
billion in this program and today nearly 
100,000 farm families are using this 
source of credit. 

I say this is real progress.-a complete 
turnaround in farm credit polietes and 
it represents one of the best investments 
we can make to sustain and improve our 
farm family agricultural plant. 

There are those who say, Mr. Presi
dent, that such a modest loan program 
which provides credit only to those farm
ers who cannot obtain credit elsewhere, 
merely perpetuates the number of low
income marginal farmers who have no 
business in agriculture. 

The facts prove otherwise. They indi
cate that it is providing an opportunity 
for people who lack only capital to suc
ceed. 

A survey of FHA farm ownership bor
rowers shows that on the average over a 
5-year period, these borrowers raised 
their gross cash incomes from $10,115 to 
$18,565 and made substantial gains in 
net worth. 

Furthermore, Mr. President, this pro
gram, which is helping to sustain and 
strengthen the best agricultural system 
in the world, is costing taxpayers hardly 
a dime. 

More than 95 percent of the funds for 
these loans come from private sources 
and are insured by the Federal Govern
ment. And the loans are being paid back. 
Losses are less than one-half of 1 percent 
of the amount loaned and repayment is 
currently running 100 percent of the 
amount matured. 

Can any other farm loan institution 
claim a better record? 

I have nothing but praise for Secretary 
of Agriculture Freeman, for Howard 
Bertsch, the Administrator of the agency, 
and for Arlo Swanson, our State FHA di
rector, for the great work they are doing 
for providing new credit opportunities 
for our young farm families. 

RESOLUTION BY CAPTIVE NATIONS 
COMMITTEE OF NEW JERSEY, 
RELATING TO 50TH ANNIVERSARY 
OF SOVIET REVOLUTION 
Mr. CASE. Mr. President, the chair

man of the Captive Nations C01;nmittee 
of New Jersey, Mr. Daniel Marchishin, 
has brought to my attention a resolution 
relating to the forthcoming 50th anni
versary of the Soviet Revolution. The 
resolution clearly speaks for the hearts 
and minds of many Americans whose 
original homelands have become the 
victims of Communist tyranny. Their 
message is one that should be heard on 

this occasion. I therefore ask unanimous 
consent that the text of this resolution 
be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the resolu
tion was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
RESOLUTION, CAPl'IVE NATIONS' COMMITTEE OF 

NEW JERSEY 

We, the delegates of Czech, Bulgarian, 
Byelorus', Estonian, Hungarian, Latvian, 
Lithuanian, Polish, Romanian, Serbian, Slo
vakian and. Ukrainian organizations repre
senting our peoples who are citizens of the 
United. States of America and. who at the 
same time preserve cul tura.l and. spiritual 
ties with the peoples of our original home
lands, d.o solemnly declare: 

1. The forthcoming 50th Anniversary of 
the Bolshevik (Communist) Revolution fills 
our hearts with anguish for it represents the 
beginning of the Imperialist movement 
which has culminated. in the mllitary con
quest of our original homelands and. in the 
serfdom of our peoples. 

2. Our peoples held. und.er the alien Com
munist yoke have been deprived. of all free
d.om. On the soil of their own homelands our 
peoples cannot benefit from their own nat
ural and. human resources. The wealth of the 
land and. people has been confiscated. by the 
Communist rulers to perpetuate their posi
tions of power and by brutal suppression 
and. to extend. the boundaries of Communist 
Imperialism by international subversion. 

3. The unrelenting resistance by our peo
ples to Communist oppression in our original 
homelands is a continuing source of inspira
tion to us in our new homeland.. In recent 
years we witnessed. repeated. attempts to re
gain greater freed.om in the development of 
their national id.entity and. culture. Particu
larly persistent efforts were mad.e to restore 
the cultural achievements of their nations 
and to impress the youth with the feeling of 
nation prid.e. The entry into the cultural life 
during the recent years of hosts of nation
ally-minded., patriotic men and women 
clearly reflects a powerful reservoir of resist
ance to, Communist oppression. 

4. The Communist tyrants have reacted in 
typically brutal fashion to crush the persist
ent aspirations of our peoples to regain the 
benefits of national liberation and. cultural 
freedom. They have recently suppressed. sev
eral leading literary persons by imprison
ment, bullying, hum111ation or by depriving 
them of their rights of citizenship. They 
have produced an increasing number of 
pseudo-historical works degrading our na
tional movements, distor·ting our political and. 
cultural leaders and. deriding the activities 
of our immigrants in their adopted. home
lands. They continue to d.eny all religious 
freedom in our original homelands and. have 
increasingly interfered. with the affairs of 
our emigrant churches. The increasing 
sharpness of these attacks serves as a meas
ure of the Communist rulers' apprehension 
regarding the tenacious yearning of our 
peoples for freed.om. 

5. For the above stated reasons, we firmly 
resolve to persist in our efforts to alert the 
government and people of our new homeland. 
to the continuing fight of our peoples re
maining in their original homelands, and. 
to increase cooperation in our efforts in a 
brotherly manner. We further pledge to 
maintain and. strengthen moral and material 
ties with our peoples subjugated. within the 
Communist Colonial Empire. 

6. We fervently hope that the government 
of the United. States of America, chosen by 
us and our fellow citizens, will fulfill our 
aspirations which a.re embod.led. in the Con-
stitution and the Declaration of Inde
pendence by giving its moral support for the 
liberation of our enslaved peoples from Com
munist regimes' attempts to conceal its true 
totalitarian nature behind a facade of 
pseudo-democracy. 

7. We solemnly implore the government of 
the United. States of America to refrain from 
sending congratulations to the Soviet Em
pire on the 50th Anniversary of the Bolshevik 
(Communist) Revolution, b,_ut to join us in 
mournful silence remembering the millions 
of our peoples who have perished. from Com
munist brutality. We also implore our gov
ernment to refuse to send. official repre
sentatives to any official observances spon
sored. by the Soviet Empire, its colonies or 
protectorates for we deplore the thought 
that our representatives wm be greeting 
Communist brutes whose hand.s are smeared. 
with the blood. of our peoples. 

On behalf of the Captive Nation's Com
mittee. 

Chairman. 
DANIEL MARCHISHIN, 

THE F-111 AIRCRAFT 
Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, two in

teresting stories about the F-111 aircraft 
have come to my attention, and I ask 
unanimous consent that they be printed 
in the RECORD so other Senators may 
review them. 

One is by Mr. Nieson Himmel of the 
Los Angeles Herald-Examiner. It raises 
the interesting prospect that the F-111 
system may be applicable as the base for 
a follow-on craft that could orbit and be
come a maneuverable spacecraft. 

The second article by Mr. Jim G. 
Lucas of Scripps-Howard recounts the 
enthusiasm being voiced by Air Force 
pilots working with the F-111. They call 
it "the plane we've been looking for." 

There being no objection, the articles 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
[From the Los Angeles Hera.lei-Examiner, 

Oct. 16, 1967] 
F-111 COULD ORBIT, TEsT PILOT SAYS 

(By Nieson Himmel) 
Chief U.S. Air Force test pilot for the 

controversial Flll swing wing mmtary jet 
is "high" on the plane's performance, he 
said tod.ay in an exclusive interview with 
The Herald-Examiner. 

So high, in fact, that he believes that with 
engine and. other modifications it could. be
come an orbiting spaceship, possibly capable 
of interplanetary mission. And. for right now, 
said Maj. Robert K. Parsons, Ed.wards Air 
Force Base, it could. be "a valuable aircraft 
for bombing in North Vietnam." 

Maj. Parsons mad.e his comments after a 
symposium here on variable geometry 
(swing or scissored. wing) aircraft. Also 
speaking was Dan Dud.as, a top official on 
the Flll project for the controversial plane's 
USAF contractor, General Dynamics, Ft. 
Worth, Texas. 

Both admitted. the plane had been having 
"stall" trouble, but Parsons said the tenden
cy to stall out at various speeds has been 
corrected. in the latest mod.els being d.e-
11 vered.. 

They also denied. technical reports of ex
cessive vibration as it approaches the sound 
bzi.rrier (Mach 1) . A congressional source said. 
in mid-August that the FlllA (USAF) ver
sion with about half a bomb load. experienced. 
excessive vibration on the sonic approach. 
Shaking was so severe, said. the source, that 
the pilot had. difficulty reading instruments 
and in some cases "they were shaking the 
shackle pins off the bombs." 

Other engineers at the symposium said this 
had. occurred, in earlier models, chiefly be
cause of mocUflcations introduced when it 
was d.ecid.ed. to lengthen the plane 10 inches 
from its original 72 foot design (USAF ver
sions, the FlllB for the Navy _is 7 feet longer). 
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The stall trouble occurred because of diffl.
culty with the nozzle at the rear inlet of the 
jet engine. "It's alignment trouble," said 
Parsons, "and has occurred on every new mili
tary jet engine I know of on all of our current 
fighters." He said passage into supersonic 
speed was quite smooth, but could not say 
whether he tests the plane with bomb loads. 

Parsons had some other "minor engineer
ing design criticisms" but he said: 

"They are about par for the course and you 
usually find more in a new ship." 

Most serious, however, could be the lack 
of auxiliary or manual sources of moving the 
wings (which have a 72-degree sweep) "in 
event of battle damage in combat to the sweep 
control." Nor, said Parsons, "is it easy for the 
pilot to know just how wings are moving (or 
whether they are moving) and there should 
be settings shown to indicate the minimum 
air speed for any angle which the wings can 
move to." 

He denied knowledge of a reported test pilot 
list which contained 252 deficiencies on the 
plane including 100 "mandatory for correc
tion." 

For space fiights, Parson suggested the ship 
could be equipped with a ramjet engine in 
addition to the regular jet for the approach 
to space. 

(Expert opinions disagree on the exact limit 
of outerspace but definitions range from 
350,000 to 400,000 feet out.) 

"We should also explore its hypersonic 
capab111ty, although this might call for mov
ing the swing sweep up to 85 degrees (for 
more rounded smoothness for the entire 
craft)," said the USAF test pilot. 

(Hypersonic speeds begin above 3lf2 Mach 
one, the speed of sound). 

Chief advantage of the military jet for 
space application would be "the re-usability," 
said Parsons, explaining, "just think of the 
b1llions of dollars which could be saved if 
you had a constantly reusably space craft-
it could be as much as 90 percent of current 
space shot costs for booster rocket building, 
launch facilities, rocket adaptations and so 
on." 

Supply of space stations or sateIUtes, or
bital observation and even interplanetary 
fiight were envisioned by Parsons. 

The test pilot, who has speI;l t two years 
with the scissor-winged warplane, said "I am 
completely sold on v~riable geometry. I~ we 
had only pursued the swept-wing concept 
when it first came up 15 years ago with full 
development, who knows how .far advanced 
we would be over today's aircraft?" 

Parsons displayed movies of last speed 
runs of the plane which looks like an aerial 
coral snake with its layered camoufiage. 

Among the swept wing advantages cited by 
Parsons were "ability to avoid buffeting by 
simply changing the wing sweep." It can 
climb at a 30-degree angle right from take-off 
in contrast to other USAF fixed wing craft 
rates of "10 or 12 per .cent." And it can land 
in 3000 feet without a drogue chute, said 
Parsons. 

Dudas claimed a whole list of advantages 
of a swept-wing craft over a fixed-wing plane, 
but carefully pointed out that he was not 
using Flll performance figures, only theoret
ical "plots of performance" for a swept-wing 
plane. (Most F-111 performance rates in
cluding top speeds are classified.) 

He answered Navy criticism indirectly say
ing that after catapult from the fiight deck, 
a swept-wing plane has twice the amount of 
total lift. "Further," he said, "speed of ap
proach can be very much slower, 15 miles per 
hour is bottom range, to a carrier deck than 
a fixed wing plane, with 45 MPH." Such an 
approach would be much safer, h'! said, and 
also he said the plane has a 3-2 advantage 
over fixed Wing ships in the "top distance 
range of its descent to a carrier," another 
safety feature. 

Two Navy admirals bitterly criticized the 
Flll for being "overweight" for carrier deck 

operation and other performance require
ments. (Grumman Aircraft builds the Navy 
version, not GD, although the latter is re
sponsible for overall development of the 
multi-service plane concept.) 

Dudas said: "I don't want any controversy 
with the admirals, but I must say that the 
plane is presently capable of operation from 
existing carrier decks and elevators at present 
weights." 

The admirals in testimony had said the 
plane was 14,000 pounds too heavy (at 62,000) 
for carrier work and said they saw little 
chance of it meeting their standards. 

LONGER RANGE 
Swing-wing planes can loiter one-third 

as long as fixed-wing craft in event of target 
or other troubles during a mission and have 
one-third more range of speed, Dudas in
dicated. 

Ever since selection of the Texas contrac
tor to build the "two-service plane," the 
F-111 has been the object of bitter congres
sional criticism. Defense Secretary McNa
mara overrode a USAF evaluation report 
which preferred a proposal by Boeing Co., 
Seattle, as being lower in cost with higher 
performance promises. 

President Johnson was directly accused of 
taking a hand in the selection. McNamara 
denied this and said he overrode the Boeing 
proposal because he felt the costs and per
formance were not realistic. 

Projected cost of the 1500 USAF F-lll's 
and 200 Navy ships was $7 billion. This has 
now been raised to $10 billion. The defense 
secretary said a "common plane" between the 
USAF and Navy would mean total overall 
program savings of $1 billion. 

[From the Washington Daily News, Oct. 20, 
1967] 

LUCAS GETS THE WORD: PILOTS IN LOVE WITH 
NEW F-111-TFX WITH ALL THE BUGS OUT 
CALLED PLANE WE HA VE BEEN LOOKING FOR 
(NOTE.-Much has been written about the 

controversial F-111, formerly the TFX, soon 
to be sent to Vietnam. But how do the men 
who will fiy it feel about this plane which 
has created such a storm in Congress and the 
Pentagon? Jim G. Lucas, just back from Viet
nam, spent three day this week looking at the 
plane and talking to the men who fiy it. This 
is his report.) 

(By Jim G. Lucas, ~ripps-Howard 
staffwriter) 

NELLIS Am FORCE BASE, NEV.-The desert 
' air was crisp and clear when Col. Ivan Deth
man of Seattle brought her gently down, too 

· new even to have a tail number. 
"This is the one we've been waiting for," 

said Air Force M/Sgt. Charles Hennessee of 
Morganton, N.C., who heads a 35-man main
tenance crew-"the one with all the bugs 
out." 

This-at 1 :32 on a Tuesday afternoon
was not just another landing. It was a his
toric event. This-the 31st F-111 built and 
fl.own-was the first production model oft' the 
General Dynamics assembly line at Fort 
Worth. It could revolutionize flying. Or it 
could turn out to be a five-billion-dollar dud. 

An Air Force F-111 crashed recently near 
Bowie in Northeast Texas. The two crew
men-General Dynamics employes-ejected 
safely. But Air Force men concede such mis
haps are inevitable, and this one is not likely 
to alter the basic confidence in the F-111 
that I found among the men at Nellis. 

FIGHT RECALLED 

"We make or break the F-111 right here," 
Maj. Al Sonnett said. 

The controversial F-111 program was budg
eted ·at the outset at five billion dollars. It 
Will come to more than that. Each Air Force 
F-lllA was ticketed at $2,800,000. No. 31 cost 
five .million clollars. The Navy F-lllB, still 
a year and a half away, Will cost eight mil
lion dollars. 

The F-111 contract award to General Dy
namics was opposed by some who favored 
Boe.ing. It has been called the biggest blunder 
of Defense Secretary Robert S. McNamara, 
who has pushed it with singleminded inten- • 
sity. The Navy has never been happy about 
being dragged into the program; a chief of 
naval operations who told Congress so was 
fired by the late President Kennedy. Sen. 
Karl Mundt, South Dakota Republican, won
ders why the landing brakes don't work bet
ter than they do. 

The Marines have backed off, claiming they 
don't need the F-111, but the British are 
in to the tune of 786 million dollars, and 
so are the Aussies. 

GENERAL FLEW PLANE 
"All that has been said about this aircraft 

before it arrived at Nellis is no concern of 
ours," says Brig. Gen. Ralph G. Taylor, head 
of the Air Force Tactical Weapons Center. 
"Our job is to prove or disprove its capa
bilities." 

Gen. Taylor has flown the plane and he 
says: 

"This is one hell of an aircraft we've got 
here. I tell my men-and they've read a lot 
and are confused-'Don't knock it until 
you've fl.own it.' After you've flown it, you're 
hooked. · 

"It gives us a capability we've always 
need, but lacked, in the Tactical Air Force. 
The successes we are having with it are un
precedented.'' 

ENTHUSIASM REIGNS 
With a note of realism, Gen. Taylor adds, 

"sooner or later, we'll lose one-that's inevi
table-and because it will be an F-111, and 
because a lot of people are emotionally com
mitted against it--there'll be an uproar, 
there'll be a lot of 'I told you so.' But that 
won't prove anything." 

There can be no doubting the enthusiasm 
here. In the Officers Club the talk is even 
more enthusiastic, if that is possible than 
on the filght line. 

"I'll tell you this," Sgt. Hennessee says, "I 
helped bring the F-4 into the Air Force in 
1963, and I wouldn't want to go back." 

There are six F-llls in Nellis, numbers 26 
through 31. The others are elsewhere in the 
Air Force training and research system. The 
first five here were handbuilt, and there were 
problems. For one thing, after 1450 miles an 
hour, they tended to surge and stall. There 
have 'Qeen two stall.s here, but Gen. Taylor 
points out, "We've had a worse stall in the 
F-105." 

There were problems with brakes. Tree
top speed levels were questionable. 

"Surging and stalling has been licked," 
says George I. Davis of Fort Worth, the Gen
eral Dynamics representative here. "The 
thing now is to incorporate the changes into 
the production models." 

FLIERS SATISFIED 
Recent congressional testimony was that 

. treetop level speeds are one-third of that 
guaranteed. 

"I'll be honest With you," Gen. Taylor 
grins. "I don't know what was guaranteed. 
But as a filer I'll say we are eminently sat
isfied With this bird's speed at all levels." 

Col. Dethman fiew No. 31 the 1047 miles 
from Fort Worth to Las Vegas on automatic 
pilot, and "I touched the controls on landing 
and takeoff and it took one hour and 32 
minutes. 

"I never missed a turning point by more 
than a foot or a yar~." he said. "It was un
believable." 

George Stonehouse, British minister of 
aviation and a former RAF pilot, flew an 
F-111. 

CALLS IT PERFECT 

"It's perfect," he said as he climbed out 
of the cockpit. 

All the men flying the F-111 are Vietnam 
veterans, and many were skeptical at firl!lt. 
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~·xen Blank came in with a negative atti

tude," says Lt. Col. Bobby Mead of Van Nuys, 
Calif., commanding the 4481st Fighter 
Squadron. "He's positive now." 

Maj. Kenneth Blank of Franklin, Nebr., 
admits he was doubtful: "Who isn't when 
he's given a new toy to play with?" Maj. 
Blank was the first F-105 pilot to bag a MIG 
in North Vietnam. 

"I like this bird," he says. "When I came 
back from over there, all I knew about it 
I'd read in the p·apers, and that wasn't good. 
It has the best avionics I've ever seen. I'm 
doing things with it I've never done before." 

THREE VERSIONS 

There are three versions of the F-111. 
Tactical Air Command has the F-lllA. The 
Strategic Air Command (SAC) will get the 
FB-lllA, which will have longer wing tips, a 
stronger landing gear to accommodate 
heavier payloads, and more avionics. The 
Navy will get the F-lllB. 

Lt. Col. Roy Burkhart of Del Norte, Col., 
is the F-111 materiel ofH.cer. 

"We've had fewer materiel problems than 
on any other system I've worked on," he 
says. 

"This son-of-a-gun has shown a capabil
ity so far superior to anything in the Air 
Force it's fantastic. Every time I fiy it, it 
amazes me. When it gets to Vietnam it will 
make a tremendous contribution." 

MORE PRAISE 

Adds Maj. Al Parks of Little Rock: 
"I's the easiest I've ever flown. Its flight 

controls are outstanding. Its air speeds on 
final approach are stable. It has excellent 
brakes. I've landed and turned off the run
way within 2000 feet of touchdown." 

Maj. Parks has 215 missions over North 
Vietnam, and has flown the F-lllA more 
hours (140) than any pilot here. 

Maj. Bob Autry of Bessemer, Ala., is the 
F-lllA's maintenance ofH.cer. "This is 
nothing if not a great airplane," he says. 
"I don't have normal maintenance problems. 
It is the ultimate in sophistication." 

Capt. Charles (Beattle) Bailey of Knox
ville has 50 missions over North Vietnam. He 
likes the variable-sweep wings, the auto
matic terrain following and the inertiai 
guidance. The wings are swept outward for 
takeoff and landing and swept back for high-· 
speed cruising. 

"Hell," he said, "I can drop a 50-foot bomb 
on a five-foot target with no trouble at all." 

Col. Dethman concludes: 
"We're satisfied. I don't want to oversell, 

and I don't intend to. All I'll say is that right 
now we are damned optimistic about this 
aircraft." 

ADDRESS BY SECRETARY McNA
MARA TO NATIONAL ASSOCIA
TION OF EDUCATION AL BROAD
CASTERS 
Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, in addi

tion to directing the massive military 
might of this Nation around the globe, 
Secretary of Defense Robert S. McNa
mara and the Department of Defense are 
conducting three impartant programs 
which are directed toward alleviating 
certain social inequities in the Nation. 
These programs are: 

Open housing-aimed at eliminating 
off-base housing discrimination against 
servicemen. The Defense Department has 
served notice on the Nation that it w111 
not tolenlite segregation of our service-
men in off-base housing. 

Project 100,000-to admit draft rejec
tees to the Armed Forces and return 
them to society as skilled workers able to 
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make a real contribution to the Nation's 
economy. , 

Project Transition-to meet the four 
basic needs of men leaving the services: 
counseling, skill enhancement, education, 
and job placement. 

I have no doubt that these three pro
grams are making important long-range 
contributions to our society. · 

In an address delivered today at the 
43d convention of the National Associa
tion of Educational Broadcasters in Den
ver, Colo., Secretary McNamara gave a 
progress report on these programs. I ask 
unanimous consent that his remarks be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the address 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
REMARKS BY SECRETARY McNAMARA TO THE 

NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF EDUCATIONAL 
BROADCASTERS, NOVEMBER 7, 1967 
Ladies and Gentlemen, I want to talk to 

you this morning about the unused potential 
of the Department of Defense-a pote~tial 
for contributing to the solution of the social 
problems wracking our nation. 

The Defense Department is the largest 
single institution in the world: an institu
tion employing directly four and a half 
million men and women, indirectly employ
ing several million more, and directing the 
use of nearly 10 percent of the nation's 
wealth. 

The question I want to put to you is this: 
can these vast resources be used to contribute 
to our nation's benefit beyond the narrow
though vitally necessary-role of mil1tary 
power? 

As a basis for exploring this question, I 
want to describe to you three projects that 
are currently under way: 

An Open Housing Program, to break 
through the barriers of racial discrimination 
in off-base housing for military personnel. 

Project 100,000, a program to salvage the 
poverty-scarred youth of our society at the 
rate of 100,000 men each year-first for two 
years of mllitary service, and then for a 
lifetime of productive activity in civil1an 
society. 

And finally, project transition, a program 
to assist the three-quarters of a million men 
leaving m1litary service each year to select 
and train for the role in civilian 11fe that 
wlll contribute most to their personal ful
fillment and to the nation's benefit. 

But before discussing these programs~ let 
me make it unmistakably clear that our 
primary responsib111ty and our clear mandate 
from the President and from the Congress is 
to procure and maintain in a high state of 
combat readiness whatever military forces 
are necessary to protect this nation from 
external attack, keep our commitments to 
our allies, and support the objectives of our 
foreign policy. 

We are meeting that responsib111ty. 
Since 1961. excluding those forces added 

because of operations in Vietnam, we have 
increased our mmtary capab111ty in every 
essential category: 

A 45 % increase in the number of combat 
assigned Army divisions-from 11 to 16. 

A 73 % increase in the funds for general 
ship construction and conversion to modern
ize the fieet; 

A 200 % increase in the number of guided 
misslle surface ships-from 23 to 72. 

A 300% increase in our inventory of nu
clear-powered ships-from 19 to 77. 

A 40% lncrea;se in the number of Air Force 
tactical fighter squadrons-from 67 to 94-
and a 100% increase in the total payload 
capability of all our fighter and attack 
aircraft, Air Force, Navy and Marine Corps. 

A 300 % increase in helicopter · troop lift 
capab111ty. 

A 340% increase in our fixed-wing airllft 
capab111ty-an increase which wm reach 
1000% in the 1970s with the introduction 
of the mammoth new C-5A transport. 

A 100% increase in the number of nuclear 
weapons deployed in NATO Europe. 

A 160% increase in the number and total 
megatonnage of nuclear weapons in the 
strategic alert forces. 

Nor do these increases tell the full story. 
We have developed in the past several years 
a broad new array of weapons which in
clude: 

The SR-71: a highly sophisticated recon
naissance aircraft that can fly three times 
the speed of sound. 

The Poseidon ' intercontinental missile 
which has five to ten times the destructive 
power of the Polaris missile it replaces. 

The MBT-70, a new main battle tank, pro
viding increased firepower, protection and 
mob111ty. 

The CH-54 flying crane: our first heavy
llft helicopter, which has paid for itself 
many times over in recovering battle-dam
aged hellcopters, as well as performing an 
expanded range of supply and logistic func
tions in support of our troops. 

The family of F-111 aircraft: the most 
sophisticated and effective attack aircraft in 
the world today-arid recognized as such 
by foreign governments who are buying it 
in preference to aircraft produced in their 
own countries. ' 

The multi-warhead ball1stic missile re
entry system which multiplies the effective
ness of our missile force. 

The Walleye guided bomb, which uses a 
television guidance system, enabling aircraft 
and conventional explosives to hit targets in. 
Southeast Asia today with extreme accuracy 
and effectiveness. 

The Lance tactical surface-to-surface mis
sile, equipped with both nuclear and non
nuclear warheads, which has greater range, 
accuracy and reliabllity than the missiles it 
wm replace. 

The Spartan and Sprint anti-ballistic mis
siles which wm provide defense against a 
possible Chinese attack in the 1970s. 

The Phoenix air-to-air missile system, pro
viding us with the capab111ty of destroying 
formations of enemy aircraft in the air at 
substantially greater distances. 

The Sram air-to-surface missile, increas
ing the effectiveness of our strategic bomb
ers, and enabling us to penetrate advanced 
enemy defenses. 

The Cobra attack helicopter, providing 
faster, more flexible support of our ground 
troops. 

The A-7 attack aircraft, giving our Navy 
and the Air Force an improved capab111ty to 
support our ground forces, with its greater 
bomb capacity and longer range. 

And scores of other weapon systems and 
sub-systems-many of them, of course, still 
highly classified. 

Now, obviously, the real test of combat 
readiness is not simply to have an adequate 
arsenal of advanced weaponry-which we 
have greatly added to over the past six 
years-but to be able to respond rapidly and 
effectively to an emergency. 

Such an emergency faced us in the sum
mer of 1965, when lt became apparent that 
Hanoi was on the verge of cutting South 
Vietnam in half by overwhelming force. 

If we in the United States were to prevent 
that defeat, we had to respond rapidly and 
effectively. 

That ls what we did-and our accomplish
ments ln the face of that emergency are 
the most realistic measure of our combat 
readiness. 

In the first crucial months of the crisis we 
moved over 100,000 men to Southeast Asia 
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in 120 days. We supplied them with hundreds 
of thousands of different items, at the end 
of a 10,000 mile pipeline--which at the time 
had only one deepwater port, and neither 
roads nor rail line to move the supplies in
land. 

In those first critical months we saved 
South Vietnam from complete and final de
feat. 

Today we are supporting some 600,000 men 
Southeast Asia-at a standard of proficiency 
never before equalled in the history of war
fare-and we are doing so without wage con
trols, without price controls, without profit 
controls--and indeed without the serious 
dislocation of the economy that has been the 
inevitable accompaniment of every other war 
we have fought in this century. 

What is more, we are accomplishing this 
without calling up our reserve forces; with
out any significant movement of our men 
and equipment out of Western Europe; with
out any important change in our forcei;; in 
South Korea; and without jeopardizing our 
ab1lity to meet additional emergencies that 
might occur elsewhere in the world. 

Now, how has all this been possible? 
It has been possible because we have met 

our first and overriding responsibility in the 
Defense Department: we were, we are, and 
we will continue to remain in a high state 
of combat readiness. 

Combat readiness ls our primary respon-
sibillty. , 

But I want to stress that responsibility is 
not inconsistent with other goals. 

We have been concerned, for example, with 
obtaining and operating the required level of 
military power at the lowest possible cost. 
That goal ls clearly sensible in a Department 
that ls spending over $70 billion per year. 

Efficient, economical management does not 
detract from combat readiness. On the con-
trary, it strengthens it. . 

Our defense expenditures today--even in
cluding the full cost of our commitments in 
Southeast Asia-constitute a smaller per
centage of the Gross National Product than 
they did in any fl.seal year from 1952 through 
1959. 

That is due in part to the five-year Cost 
Reduction Program, which we initiated in 
1962. Over the five years we saved the . tax
payers in excess of 14 billions of dollars. Now 
that the .initial phase has been completed, we 
have established the Cost Reduction Pro
gram as a permanent annual procedure
with stated goals and carefully audited re
sults. 

,As part of reducing costs, we have t.o date 
initiated actions to consolidate, reduce, or 
close over 9l>O Defense installations or ac
tivities-all over the world-involving prop
erty that has become surplus to foreseeable 
peacetime or wartime needs. 

The base closure program understandably 
created, in the beginning, a great deal of 
local apprehension and political pressure. 
And yet we have not reversed a single base 
closure decision due to pressl.lXe; nor has it 
been necessary to reopen a single installa
tion to take care of the 25 % expansion of our 
forces which has occurred in the past two 
years. The recurring annual savings of the 
base closure prograiµ alone, when com
pleted-including the elimination of 200,000 
jobs-will total $1.5 billion. . 

Furthermore, the usual pattern ot these 
base closures is that the iocal communities-
ultimately-benefit from the action. Our Of
fice of Economic .Adjustment w9rks Closely 
with the community leaders from the day a 
base closure is announced, and helps explore 
fully the growth potential of the area. 

Now, just as .efficient management and cost 
reduction are not the Defense Department's· 
primary goalS-but are nevertheless entirely 
consistent with our central responsib111ty of 
combat readirr~ss-sc;> it is becoming clear 
there a.re other· measures that we cah take 
that benefit the economy, and the social 

profile of the nation, which are equally con
sistent with our· primary objective. 

As I said at the outset, we a.re currently 
conducting three programs which are di
rected toward alleviating certain social in
.equities in the nation. 

First, the Open Housing Program: 
Racial discrimination-granting the great 

legislative advances that have been achieved 
in the past six years--remains a festering in
fection in our national life. 

The Defense Department, beginning with 
the courageous executive order of President 
Truman in 1948 integrating the armed serv
ices, has been a powerful fulcrum in remov
ing the roadblocks to racial justice-not 
merely in the military, but in the country 
at large. 

But clearly the p..ation's road to equality is 
stm strewn with boulders of bias. 

Shortly after I became Secretary of De
fense, I asked Mr. Gerhard A. Gesell, a lead
ing member of the bar, to organize a com
mittee to review the progress of equal oppor
tunity in the Armed Forces. 

That committee took a hard, realistic look 
at the problem. It reported that substantial 
improvement had been made on military 
bases. But it found that there remained se
vere off-base discrimination affecting thou
sands of Negro servicemen and their families. 
This discrimination was most destructive in 
the field of housing. · 

Open housing is a serious issue throughout 
our society. It is not confined to the Armed 
Forces. Too many of our citizens cannot live 
in the homes of their choice, on the streets 
of their choice, in the neighborhoods of their 
choice. 

But this intolerable racial discrimination 
affects military personnel even more severely 
than it does the population at large. The 
serviceman and his family, on limited com
pensation and under military orders, must 
move every few years. While defending their 
nation, they are singularly defenseless against 
this bigotry. 

My response to the Gesell Committee find
ings was to issue a directive incorporating its 
recommendations. Commanders everywhere 
were asked to organize voluntary programs 
to eliminate housing discrimination in the 
communities surrounding their bases. . 

In the Pentagon we turned our minds to ' 
other problems. 

Early this year we reviewed the results of 
tf?.at four-'year .:.old directive. We sent teams 
to a dozen bases · to look into every aspect 
of equal opportunity. A special task force 
was set up for the greater Washington area, 
Seventeen thousand service families were 
surveyed. Their ansv.:ers were analyzed. 

One fact became painfully clear. Our vol
untary program had failed, and failed miser
ably. 

This failure we found intolerable. I put 
the matter to you bluntly: our nation should 
not, and will not, ask a Negro sergeant, for 
example, to' risk his ' life, day after danger
ous day, in the heat ·and·liardship of ·a jungle 
war, and then bring him home and compel · 
him to remain separated from his wife and 
his children because of the hate and prej
udice that parades under the pomposity of 
racial superiority. 

And yet, that is precisely what has been 
happening in this country. 

The color of the blood that our men shed 
in the defense of Asia is all the same shade. 

But when these men return home, it is 
not the color of their blood that matters: it 
is the color of their skin. ' ' · 

There are thousands of our Negro troops, 
returning. from Vietnam, who are being dis
criminated against ~n off-base housing. When 
there is adequate housing on the base, Negro 
men in uniform are treated as all Americans 
should be treated'. When there is not;· and the 
Negro m\Vlt depend on the civ111an commu- · 
nify for housing, he all too often ls denied 
this equality of treatment. 

Because of his color he suffers a penalty; 
his family suffers a penalty; and our national 
security suffers a penalty because of the im
paired morale of our :fighting forces. 

We are talking here about a group of men 
who have distinguished themselves in the 
service of their nation. It is a fact that Ne
groes often volunteer for the most difficult 
and hazardous assignments. It is a fact that 
20 percent of Army deaths in Vietnam last 
year were Negroes. 

Earlier this year, in a visit to his home 
State of South Carolina, General Westmore
land paid tribute to the superb performance 
of these men. 

"I say to the people of my native State and 
my country," the General noted, "that the 
performance of the Negro serviceman has 
been particularly inspirational to me. He has 
served with distinction equal to that of his 
white comrade in arms. The Negro service
man, like all servicemen, has been a credit to 
our country. He has been courageous on the 
battlefield, proficient in a cross section of 
technical skills. Like his white colleague, he 
understands what the war is all about, he is 
loyal to his country and supports its policies, 
and is carrying out his responsib111ties with 
a sense of responsibility." 

The Negro serviceman has been loyal and 
responsible to his country. But the people 
of his country have failed in their loyalty and 
responsibility to him. The country which sent 
him to hazardous duty abroad refuses to 
permit him to live in the midst of the white 
civ111an community when he returns. 

Our original voluntary program to correct 
off-base housing discrimination floundered 
and fell apart. It lacked sufficient leadership 
from the top-starting w1 th me, and going 
right on down through the senior echelon of 
the Defense establishment. And it lacked ap
propriately stiff sanctions for the violation of 
our anti-discrimination policy. 

We have forged, therefore, a whole new set 
of tools to deal with this failure. 

We have mapped out a two-pronged cam
paign. The first phase was to compile a na
tion-wide census of open off-base rental 
housing for military personnel. That we have 
completed. 

The second phase is to mob111ze-through
out the entire country--effective community 
support for non-discriminatory military off
base housing. That is now well under way. 

We selected t:qe greater W.ashington metro
politan area, including Maryland and Vir
ginia, as our first objective. We wanted to 
make the area surrounding the nation's capi
tal a model program-as it should be-and 
we wanted to learn quickly all the lessons we 
could that would assist us in the country at 
large. 

Officials from the highest levels of the De
fense Department--the Deputy Secretary of 
Defense, the Service Secretaries, and senior 
commanders-met with realtors and land
lords of the area and put the matter to them 
squarely. 

The extent of off-base, hous~ng discrimina
tion was appalling. The morale of our Negro 
servicemen and their families was being 
severely eroded. We told the landlords the 
Defense Department could no longer tolerate 
the situation. 

We appealed to the landlords for voluntary 
compliance with our non-discriminatory 
housing policy. 

But we pointed out that the situation as 
it stood .was so Unjust that, whether we se
cured their voluntary compliance or not, we 
simply could not permit the conditions to 
continue. If, then , the landlords felt they 
would not or could not comply, we were going 
to have to prohibit any of our men-regard
less of their race-from signing rental agree
ments in ]:lousing units where such discrimi-
nation was practiced. 1 

Many proprietors complied voluntarily. Too 
mahy did not". · · 

Let me say t~at in many instances their 
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position-while shortsighted-was under
standable. Some faced genuine economic 
pressures. 

In any event, they did not comply. And 
so we were compelled to take the only action 
open to us. We prohibited all military per
sonnel, both white and Negro, from signing 
new leases or rental agreements in their fa
cilities. 

This had the effect of applying a counter
vailing economic pressure, and our open 
housing program took on an altogether new 
and positive direction. 

In Northern Virginia and Maryland, with
in 120 days, we more than trebled the num
ber of non-discriminatory units-from about 
15,000 to 53,000 units. 

Now we are at work elsewhere through
out the nation. We have, for example, an 
intensified program going on in California 
at the moment. We are giving particular em
phasis to this State, not merely because of 
the large number of Defense installations and 
military personnel there; but because of the 
14 states with open housing regulations and 
laws, California has the lowest percentage of 
apartment fac111ties open to all races. 

Indeed, we have plans to extend the pro
gram in a dozen ad~itional states in the 
near future. 

Everywhere our approach will be the same. 
We will survey the local situation of each 
m111tary base. We will meet with the realtors 
and landlords and explain the problem fully. 
We will request their cooperation and seek 
their voluntary compliance. We wm do 
everything possible to see that our military 
fam111es act as good tenants: that they pay 
their obligations promptly, and that they 
respect the property of private owners. We 
will enlist the help of local and State omcials. 
And only when, and if, all other actions fail, 
will we apply the appropriate sanctions. 

I want to emphasize that I am fully aware 
that the Defense Department is not a phil
anthropic foundation or a social-welfare in
stitution. But I want to emphasize just as 
strongly that I do not propose to let our 
Negro servicemen and their families continue 
to suffer the injustices and indignities they 
have in the past. 

It is said that there are no atheists in fox
holes. I can assure you that in South Viet
nam there is no segregation in foxholes. 

There is no segregation of our servicemen 
in on-base housing. 

And the Defense Department cannot toler
ate segregation of our servicemen in off-base 
housing. 

Where we must use stiff sanctions, we 
will. 

What we prefer, hope for, and expect is an 
overwhelming measure of voluntary compli
ance. 

Now let me discuss with you for a moment 
our second program in the social field. It 
is called Project 100,000, and I first an
nounced it in a speech in New York in August 
of last year. 

I pointed out, at the time, that though 
there were roughly 1.8 m1llion young men 
reaching m111tary service age each year in 
the United States, some 600,000--a full 
third-were failing to qualify under our 
draft standards. Some had medical problems, 
but I was particularly concerned about those 
thousands who failed because of educational 
deficiencies. 

· In some areas, the failure rate for draftees 
ran as high as 60 percent; and for Negroes in 
some states it exceeded 80 percent. 

What this clearly meant was that the bur
den of military service was not being shoul
dered equally. Inequities were serious: in
equities by region; inequities by race; 
and inequities by educational level. 

What was even worse was the obvious im
p~ication. If so massive a number of our 
young men were educationally unqualified 
for even the least complicated tasks of mili
tary service, how could they reasonably be 

expected to lead productive and rewarding 
lives in an increasingly technological and 
highly skilled society? 

Our studies confirmed that a great num
ber of these draft rejectees were the hapless 
and hopeless victims of poverty: a poverty 
that is not the mere absence of American 
middle-class affluence, but something infin
itely more complex: a corrosive and decaying 
mix of social, educational, and environmen
tal deprivation. 

What these men badly need is a sense of 
personal achievement--a sense of succeeding 
at some task-a sense of their own intrinsic 
potential. 

They have potential, but the slow and si
lent poison of the poverty virus has para
lyzed it in many of them. They have grown 
up in an atmosphere of drift and discourage
ment. It is not simply the sometimes squalid 
ghettos of their external environment that 
has debilitated them-but an internal and 
more destructive ghetto of personal disillu
sionment and despair: a ghetto of the human 
spirit. 

Poverty in America pockmarks its victims 
inwardly. 

If unchecked and unreversed, that inner 
ghetto of the poverty-scarred personality of 
these men can fester into explosive frustra
tions of bitterness and violence. 

Chronic failures in school throughout their 
childhood, they are destined to a downward 
spiral of defeat and decay in a skill-oriented 
nation that requires from its manpower pool 
an increasing index of competence, discipline, 
and self-confidence. 

Poverty destines thousands of young men 
today to a dismal future. Destines them, yes. 
But dooms them, no. 

These young men-and they are typified 
by those who in the past have failed to qual
ify for military service due to educational 
deficiencies-can be saved from that futile 
future. They can be rehabilitated, both in
wardly and out. They are men, we concluded, 
who given the benefits of the Defense De
partment's experience in educational innova
tion and on-the-job training, and placed in 
an atmosphere of high motivation and mo
rale, could be transformed into competent 
military personnel. Beyond that, after their 
tour of duty, they could return to civ111an 
life--equipped with new skills and atti
tudes-and thus break out of the self-perpe
trating poverty cycle. 

The Defense Department is the world's 
largest producer of skilled men. We provide 
enlisted men with highly professional train
ing in 1,500 different skills, in more than 
2,000 l>eparate courses. And each year we re
turn about three-quarters of a million men 
to the nation's manpower pool. 

The goal of Project 100,000 was, there
fore, to take in 40,000 rejectees the first year, 
and 100,000 each year thereafter. The pro
gram completed its first year on Septem
ber 30. 

I want to report to you on its progress. 
Our goal was to take 40,000 men; we took 

49,000. 
They entered all of the services: Army, 

Navy, Air Force, and the Marine Corps. 
Now, what sort of backgrounds do thet>e 

men come from? About 60 percent are 
whites; about 40 percent Negroes. Their aver
age age is 21. Thirty percent of them are un
employed at the time they come to us, and 
an additional, 26 percent are earning less than 
$60 a week. 

What this means is that more than half 
of these men are gripped in poverty. Nor is 
that surprising. Their average reading !>core 
is a bare sixth-grade level; and 14 percent 
of them read at a third-grade level or less. 
Many are poorly· motivated when they reach 
us. They lack initiative. They lack pride. 
They lack ambition. ' 

If nothing were done to give them a strong 
sense of their own worth and potential, they, · 
their wives and their ch~ldren would almost 

I~ 'J • _. ' 

inevitably be the unproductive recipients of 
some form of the dole 10 years from now. 

I want to repeat: we have taken these men 
into the service because we are convinced 
that, given the proper environment and 
training, they can contribute just as much 
to the defense of their country as men from 
the more advantaged segments of our so
ciety. 

Has that belief been borne out by the 
facts? 

We now have had a full year's experience 
with this program, and let me tell you the 
results. 

Ninety-eight percent of our traditional 
categories of recruits succet:isfully graduated 
from basic training during the year. And 
the successful graduation rate of these 
49,000 new category men was 96 percent-only 
two percentai;e points less than our tradi
tional recruits. 

I have insisted that these men should be 
singled-out or stigmatized as a special group. 
Technically-and for our own internal rec
ord-keeping-men who would have formerly 
been draft rejectees are termed New Stand
ards men. But the men themselves are never 
informed that they are in this category. 

It is absolutely imperatiye that they be
lieve in themselves and their own potential. 
They obviously cannot do that if we treat 
them with anyth!l.ng remotely suggesting 
·condescendence. 

The plain fact is that our Project 100,000 
is succeeding beyond even our most hope
ful expectations. Many of our commanders 
report that these men are turning out to be 
even more highly motivated than some serv
icemen with a much more privileged back
ground. 

Now these are the initial results, and we 
are immensely encouraged. But obviously the 
real test is going to come later, when these 
men move back into civ111an society. How 
will they fare then? 

Will the vital sense of achievement and 
self-confidence they have experienced in their 
m111tary service, as well as the skills they 
have learned, move them forward in soclety
or wlll they return to the depressing 
downwa.rdspiraling, poverty-ln-the-midst-of
plenty phenomenon that plagues our urban 
ghettos and ,our rural pockets of economic 
stagnation? 
• We cannot say for certain. But we intend 
to find out. 

We a.re launching a careful follow-up 
study to test conclusively the ultimate out
come of Project 100,000. At least a decade ot 
careful measurement of the performance of 
the men both in and out of the service will 
be required. We won't know until the end 
of that period what the definitive study will 
prove. But I am willing to make a prediction. 
I am convinced that the Project 100,000 men 
will continue to do a fully creditable job in 
the service; and that on return to civilian 
life, their earning capacity-and their over
all achievement in society-wlll be two or 
three times what it would have been had 
there been no s~ch program, and had they 
remained rejectees. 

Hundreds of thousands of men can be 
salvaged from the blight of poverty, and 
the Defense Department-with no detriment 
whatever to its primary role-ls particularly 
wen equipped to salvage them. 

We not only can do it. We are doing it. 
And the benefit to our society-and to the 
ultimate roots of our security-will be im
mense. 

Now, let me describe to you briefly our 
third program in thls field. We call it Project 
Transition. 

As I mentioned, we return some. 750,000 
men from the services annually to civilian 
life. Some o! these men can move readily 
into civ111an jobs without diffl.culty, but a 
significant number of them are faced with 
genuine problems. 

We surveyed th~ situation, and ~ound that 
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some 50 percent of the men about to leave 
the services need and want some degree of 
help to make the transition to a productive 
civ111an life. 

To provide that help, we have created a 
voluntary program-Project Transition-for 
men with 30 to 180 days of service time re
maining. The project gives priority to certain 
groups: to those disabled in battle; to those 
with no previous civ111an occupation; to 
combat arms servicemen with no civilian
related skill; to those who have such a skill, 
but who require additional training or up
grading; and finally to those who desire a 
completely new civilian sk111, regardless of 
their current training status. 

The program meets four basic needs of 
the man leaving the service: counseling, skilJ 
enhancement, education, and job place
ment. 

We now have pilot programs-for each of 
the services-at five bases. I can report to 
you today that within sixty days Project 
Transition wm be in operation at all eighty 
of the major installations in this country. 

We have enlisted the cooperation of other 
federal agencies-the labor Department, 
HEW, the Postal Service-as well as a num
ber of State and local agencies that can 
assist with training, and offer employment to 
these men. A number of police departments 
around the nation, for example, are partici
pating, not only with professional advice 
and technical assistance but with solid job 
olfers as well. 

Though the program is still in its pilot 
stage, it clearly has tremendous potential,· 
and industrial leaders throughout the na
tion have already expressed enthusiasm for 
the idea. Further, the Ford Foundation has 
offered to work closely with us in solving 
the problems connected wiith placing the 
right veteran in the right job. 

We are going to be able to give the return
ing Negro veteran-particularly the Negro 
veteran who without help might be com
pelled to drift back into the stagnation of 
the urban ghetto-an opportunity for valu
able training and satisfying e,mployment. 

Every veteran-regardless of color, creed, 
or class-who has served his country in the 
Armed Forces deserves the opportunity to 
move back usefully ahd productively into 
civ111an life. Project Transition will help give . 
him the opportunity. 

I think the point we must realize is this. 
There is no question but that the economic, 
social, and educational legislation of the 
-cuirrent period· eventually wm transform 
American society immensely for the better. 

But the very magnitude of the task will 
require a decade or two for the full effects 
to be felt. 

This means that the present generation 
of the under-privileged youth of all races, 
caught in the self-perpetuating trap of pov
erty, are in danger of being left out of these 
eventual benefits. 

The President has made clear that the 
United States cannot be satisfied with that 
situation. We must find ways to assist people 
now-even before our present legislation can 
reach its full potential for economic and 
social improvement. 

This is manifestly a national responsi
bility-not primarily a Department of De
fense responsibility. 

Our primary responsibility-to repeat--is 
the security of this nation. But in the ulti- . 
mate analysis, the foundation of that se
curity is a stable social structure. I suggest 
to you that the Defense Department can 
find ways to contribute to the development 
of such a structure without compromising 
the combat readiness of its forces. 

The three social programs I have described 
to you today are the kinds of programs that 
will bolster . the security of this nation. They 
are the kinds of programs that will. reduce 
the criticism, some of it justified, that we 
are often b"'llldgeoned with internationally: 
criticism that grows out of the discrepancy 

between our traditional preaching of the 
principles of liberty and equality-and our 
obvious lapses in the practice of those two 
bedrock constitutional guarantees. They are 
partial answers to the basic question: can 
our present American society afford to meet 
simultaneously its responsibilities both at 
home and abroad? 

Can we continue to meet our commitments 
to contain aggression internationally, and 
at the same time take the measures neces
sary to cure our urban and racial ills here 
at home? 

I say definitively that we can. 
This nation is immensely powerful-both 

in material and human resources. 
Our current Defense expenditures-as 

heavy as they are-are only 9 percent of the 
GNP. That is a lesser percentage of the 
GNP than defense spending in most of the 
years of the 1950s. The truces we pay today 
are billl:ons of dollars less than the taxes 
we would be paying under the tax rates of 
the 1950s. The modest surcharge that the 
President is recommending-and which 
makes eminent sense in our highly charged 
economy-will represent a recision of less 
than half of the tax cuts this Administra
tion has achieved. 

And yet, we appear to believe that we 
cannot afford to achieve all that genuinely 
needs achieving. 

We appear to believe that we are stretch
ing our resources too thinly. 

We appear to believe that we cannot 
simultaneously wage war against aggression 
abroad, and a war against po·verty, urban 
decay, and social injustice here at home. 

That we cannot afford it is a myth. 
That we may choose not to attempt it, is 

another matter entirely. 
But if we make that choice, let us make it 

deliberately and rationally. 
Let us not make that choice because of a 

mere mythology-the mythology that Amer
ica is not strong enough to do all that needs 
doing. 

We are strong enough materially and tech
nologically. We do have the resources in 
both money and manpower. 

What we may lack is the will power. 
If we do lack it, so be it. But let that be 

our conscious choice. Let us face the issues 
honestly, and admit to ourselves that we sim
ply do not want to make the effort. 

Let us not blame the lack of effort on the 
myth that we cannot do all that needs doing. 

For the fact is, we can. 
We can curb aggression abroad. And we 

can meet our pressing social problems here 
at home. And we can do both at the same 
time if we will use wisely existing institu
tions and available resources. 

The simple question is this: do we have 
the requisite faith in ourselves? 

Do we have the requisite confidence in our 
constitutional objectives? 

Do we have the requisite resolve to com
plete the achievements that the United 
States was founded less than 200 years ago 
to secure? 

I, for one, say we do. Ladies and Gentle
men, what say you? 

Thank you, and good morning. 

GOVERNORS' CONFERENCE REAF
FIRMS STATES' JURISDICTION 
OVER FISH AND WILDLIFE MAN
AGEMENT 
Mr; BENNETT. Mr. President, I was 

very much pleased today to receive a copy 
of the resolutions passed by the National 
Governors' Conference at the 59th an
nual meeting aboard the SS Independ
ence last month and to discover that the 

·Governor-shave asked the Congress to re
affirm States7 jurisdiction' over fish and 
wildlife management. 

Last month, before the Senate Com
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs 
during hearings on the Flaming Gorge 
National Recreation Area bill, I proposed 
an amendment which would reaffirm the 
same jurisdiction for the States of Utah 
and Wyoming. 

My amendment would merely help to 
protect Utah's hunters and fishermen 
from Federal encroachment in an area 
where the Federal Government has no 
logical or legal business-the manage
ment of fish and game. 

The Governors at their meeting said 
that they felt that the States have the 
basic right to conserve, manage, and reg
ulate the use and harvest of resident spe
cies of fish and game on all lands. 

The present language in the Flaming 
Gorge proposal would cast a shadow on 
State jurisdiction, and most fish and 
game officials feel that it would give the 
Federal Government virtually complete 
control over all fish and game matters 
which are currently under State control. 

The Governors' resolution supports the 
basic tenets of my Flaming Gorge pro
posal, which are also encompassed in a 
bill <H.R. 8377) currently before the 
House of Representatives. 

I ask unanimous consent that the text 
of the resolution passed by the Governors 
be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the resolu
tion was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
REAFFIRMING STATES' JURISDICTION OVER FISH 

AND WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT 

Whereas, since colonial times in this coun
try, the ownership of wildlife, by law, history 
and tradition, has been separated from the 
ownership of the land, in contrast to the 
European system in which landowner owns 
the game thereon; and 

Whereas, it has been held by the U.S. Su
preme Court that all species of wildlife are 
held in trust by the individual States for the 
people of each State, the principal exception 
to this rule arising under the treaty-making 
power of the United States which makes the 
migratory bird treaties and federal legislation 
dealing with migratory birds pursuant to and 
limited by said treaties the supreme law of 
the land; and 

Whereas, contrary to Supreme Court deci
sions and dictates of sound unified fish and 
game management policies, the Solicitor of 
the Department of the Interior has held, and 
the Secretary of the Interior, Stewart L. 
Udall, has concurred therewith, that the fed
eral government has full and exclusive power 
and control over both migratory and resident 
wildlife on au federally-owned land: 

Now, therefore, be it resolved that the Na
tional Governors' Conference reaffirms the 
basic right of the States to conserve, manage 
and regulate the use and harvest of resident 
species of fish and game on all lands, includ
ing those lands owned by the federal govern
ment, within each individual State on which 
said jurisdiction has not been relinquished 
to the federal government; and 

Be it further resolved that, to prevent fur
ther encroachment upon the States' respon
sibilities in the management of wildlife and 
fish resources, the following basic policies be 
adopted: the federal government, through 
existing international treaties and agree
ments, bears direct responsibility and juris
diction over specified migratory birds, certain 
endangered species, basic research, certain 
oceanic resources, and fauna of certain ter
ritorial lands beyond the continental United 
States, and fish and resident species of wild
life are and should remain state resources 
under the- direct jurisdiction and responsi
b1lity of the individual States; and 
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Be it further resolved that the National 

Governors' Conference supports the basic 
tenets of H.R. 8377, introduced in the First 
Se:ssion of the 90th Congress, which purports 
to declare and determine the policy by the 
Congress, with respect to the primary au
thority of the several States to control, reg
ulate and manage fish and wildlife within 
their territorial limits. 

THE PRESS AND THE BAY OF PIGS 
Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, my 

attention has been called to a most pro
vocative, carefully prepared article en
titled "The Press and the Bay of Pigs," 
written by Victor Bernstein and Jesse 
Gordon, and published in the fall, 1967, 
issue of the Columbia Forum. 

The article relates in detail the manner 
in which the American press handled or 
mishandled events leading up to the 
ill-fated attempt to invade Cuba in April 
1961. 

In the hope that Members of Congress, 
the press, Federal policymakers, and 
others will read this important article, I 
ask unnanimous consent that it be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

THE PRESS AND THE BAY OF PIGS 

(By Victor Bernstein and Jesse Gordon) 
Aside from its other meanings, the Bay of 

Pigs was "also important in the history of 
relations between the American press and 
the U.S. Government," Clifton Daniel, man
aging edLtor of The New York Times, told the 
World Press Institute last year. Mr. Daniel 
went on to reconstruct this history insofar as 
it involved his newspaper. This article at
tempts a reconstruction on a somewhat 
broader basis. Such a history has permanent 
relevance to the democratic process; and, in 
any case, it is always useful to remind the 
press that if it worried as much about its 
own credibility gap as about the Administra
tion's the country would be wen served. 

Early in November, 1960, Carey McWilliams, 
editor of The Nation, received a phone call 
from Paul Baran, Stanford University econ
omist. He said that Ronald Hilton, then di
rector of Stanford's Institute of Hispanic 
American and Luso-Brazilian Studies, "is 
just back from Guatemala. In the current 
issue of his Hispanic American Report, he 
writes that it is common knowledge down 
there that the CIA is training Cuban exiles 
at a secret Guatemalan base in preparation 
for an invasion of Cuba." Mr. McWilliams 
checked back with Dr. Hilton, and the result 
was an editorial which appeared in The Na
tion of Saturday, November 19. 

"Fidel Castro," the editorial began, "may 
have a sounder basis for his expressed fears 
of a U.S.-financed 'Guatemala-type' invasion 
than most of us realize." It went on to give 
the gist of Dr. Hilton's story, which located 
the base near the mountain town of Retal
huleu and said that the whole affair had 
been aired on the front page of La Hora, 
Guatemala's leading newspaper. The editorial 
ended: 

"We ourselves, of course, pretend to no 
first-hand knowledge of the facts .... If 
Washington is ignorant of the existence of 
the base, or, knowing that it exists, is never
theless innocent of any involvement in it, 
then surely the appropriate authorities will 
want to scotch all invidious rumors .... On 
the other hand, if the reports as heard by 
Dr. Hilton are true, then public pressure 
should be brought to bear upon the Adminis
tration to abandon this qangerous and hare
brained· project. 

There ls a second reason why we believe 
the reports mer~t publication; they caP 

and should, be checked immediately by all 
U.S. news media with correspondents in 
Guatemala. 

The issue containing the editorial went 
to press on Friday, November 11. On that day, 
75 proofs, together with copies of a news 
release based upon the editorial, were dis
tributed by Jesse Gordon to all major news 
media, including foreign news bureaus in 
New York. The more important local offices 
were serviced by messenger. Mr. Gordon ~ol
lowed the dispatch of the releases with tele
phone calls to various news desks. 

The phone calls elicited some puzzling 
reactions. The Associated Press was called 
three times; each time a different desk man 
answered, professed interes·t in the story, 
but said he hadn't seen either the release 
or a proof of the editorial. Could duplicates 
be sent immediately? Three duplicates were 
sent in as many hours, apparently to end 
up on the desk of someone in the AP hier
archy who didn't want them to go - any 
farther. In the end, neither the AP nor the 
United Press International used the story, 
nor did they request any check on it that 
weekend from their correspondents in Guate-
mala. · 

On Monday, Mr. Gordon was again in touch 
with the UPI, this time speaking to 
Francis L. McCarthy, head of the service's 
Latin American desk. "Yes," said Mr. McCar
thy, "there's a big base in operation in Guate
mala and U.S. planes are flying in and out. 
But the Pentagon denies any knowledge and 
the State Department says 'no comment.' 
One story we hear is that the base is being 
built by the U.S. as a replacement for Guan
tAnamo." 

At this stage, knowledge of the base fol
lows an interesting geographic distribution 
pattern. The readers of the Guatemalan 
newspaper La Hora knew there was a base. In
deed, according to Andrew Tully in his CIA: 
The Inside Story, "Practically everybody in 
Central America knew about this [Retal
huleu] training base and, of course, so did 
Fidel Castro." In the United States, however, 
where by repute exists the freest and most 
efficient press in the world, apparently the 
only people who knew about the base were 
Dr. Hilton, Mr. McCarthy, and the assorted 
readership (totaling fewer than 100,000) of 
the Hispanic American Report, The Nation 
and the York (Pa.) Gazette and Daily 
which-alone among the country's dailies
had published The Nation's release in its is
sue of November 12. 

What of The New York Times, the ultima 
Thule of the publicist? Mr. Gordon sent four 
copies of the editorial to the Times-one each 
to the city and national editors, another to 
Herbert L. Matthews (editorial writer) and 
another to Peter Kihss (a staff reporter who 
was then covering domestic aspects of the 
Cuban situation). Additionally, the city and 
national desks of the Times, as well as those 
of other major news media, received copies 
over the PR Newswire, a private Teletype cir
cuit. Mr. Gordon followed dispatch of the 
proofs by phone calls to Mr. Kihss and others; 
all professed interest in the story, and Mr. 
Gordon was asked where Dr. Hilton could be 
reached. 

It took nine days for the Times to react. 
On page 32 of its issue of November 20, it 
printed an unsigned dispatch from Guate
mala City based on its correspondent's in
terview with President Miguel Ydigoras Fuen
tes. The President was asked about "re
pe::i.ted reports" of a "base established with 
U.S. assistance as a training ground for mili
tary action against Cuba." The article con
tinued: 

The President branded the reports as a 
"lot of lies." He said the base . . . was one 
of several on which Guatemalan Army per
sonnel was being trained in guerrilla warfare. 
The object of the training, he said, was to 
combat invasions of the type that have oc
curred recently in Honduras, Nicaragua and 
Panama. 

Five days later, on November 25, the York 
Gazette and Daily shed light on how the AP 
had been handling developments: 

The Gazette and Daily asked the AP . . . 
to check [The Nation's] report. The AP said 
The Nation article seemed "thin"-an adjec
tive which, we think, fairly describes any 
story as it begins to develop from hearsay 
or second-hand sources ... But when we 
explainec;l that we were not requesting a re
write of The Nation article but rather a check 
in Guatemala, the AP went to work. Wlth~n 
a few days, the AP sent a story which was 
printed on page two of the Gazette and Daily 
on November 17, headlined: "Guatemala 
President Denies Reports of Anti-Castro 
Force." The headline reasonably sums up 
the story; the AP had interviewed President 
Ydigoras of Guatemala and he had "branded 
as false" the things The Nation had pub
lished. 

Now for the windup. In a letter from Stan
ford dated November 19, Dr. Ronald Hilton 
writes as follows: "On Friday, November 18, 
Mr. [Lyman B.] Kirkpatrick [Jr.], the In
spector General of the CIA, spoke in San 
Francisco at the Commonwealth Club .... 
He was asked, 'Professor Hilton of Stanford 
says there ls a CIA-financed base in Guate
mala where plans are being made for an 
attack on Cuba. Professor Hilton says it will 
be a black day for Latin America and the 
U.S. if this takes place. Is this true?' After a 
long silence, Mr. Kirkpatrick replied: 'It will 
be a black day if we are found out.' " 

In lying to both the Times man and the AP 
reporter, President Ydigoras displayed the 
virtue of consistency, at least. But there is 
another, more significant, observation to be 
made about these two dispatches. Neither 
reporter took the elementary journalistic step 
(or, if they took it, failed to report that they 
did so) of interviewing anyone on the staff 
of La Hora, which had published the story 
the previous October 30. At the very least, 
they should have seen-or reported an at
tempt to see-the newspaper's publisher 
Clemente Marroquin Rojas, who was then a 
member of the Ydigoras cabinet (and is to
day Vice President of Guatemala). Moreover, 
according to Dr. Hilton, the base and its pur
poses were "common knowledge" in the 
country; should not the reporters have been 
instructed, at the very minimum, to test this 
"common knowledge"? It is precisely for this 
purpose, as any journalist will tell you, that 
taxi drivers have been invented. But both 
correspondents chose to go to the one man 
in the country who would be sure to deny 
the story-the President. 

There was, perhaps, some excuse for the · 
AP correspondent, Albarao Contreras, who 
was a Guatemalan citizen and could hardly 
be expected to probe into government secrets 
for the meager space rates paid to him ,as a 
"stringer." But what of the Times man? 

During April of the current year, while this 
article was being researched, Victor Bern
stein wrote to Mr. Daniel at the Times, re
questing identification of the author of the 
November 20, 1960, dispatch, and in general 
asking for clarification of what the Times 
had done after receiving The Nation's origi
nal press release. Mr. Daniel replied promptly 
in a letter dated April 27, 1967: 

Emanuel Freedman, then our Foreign News 
Editor, wrote a memorandum on November 
25, 1960, that referred to the denial interview 
with President Ydigoras published in The 
Times of November 20, and then provided 
this background: "We first investigated Dr. 
Hilton's allegations a few days earlier on the 
basis of a tear sheet sent to us in advance of 
The Nation's appearance on the newsstands. 
We talked with Dr. Hilton at Stanford Uni
versity by telephone to determine whether 
he had anything more than the hearsay evi
den.ce attributed to him in The Nation. (He 
had not.) Then we asked the Washington 
Bureau, which drew a blank, and our stringer 
in Guatemala, who reported that there had 
been rumors about a U.S.-organized training 
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base, but that it had been impossible to get 
any confirmation. He denied that Ydigoras 
had gone on TV about the matter." 

The Ydigoras interview was written by 
Paul Kennedy. He was in Nicaragua at the 
time that The Nation article reached us, 
and we asked him to go to Guatemala to look 
into the situation .... He met a blank wall 
in his inquiries and on the 19th sent the 
Ydigoras interview. Mr. Kennedy left Guate
mala on the 21st. 

Paul Kennedy was a Times expert on Latin 
America. If, for the nonce, his interview with 
Ydigoras satisfied the Times' editors, it did 
not satisfy the editors of the St. Louis Post
Dispatch, who a short time afterward sent 
one of their own men, Richard Dudman, 
into Guatemala. Mr. Dudman saw no purpose 
in collecting further denials, so he steered 
clear of the Presidential Palace and ran 
around asking questions. He confirmed the 
existence of a "secret, 1,200-foo<t airstrip" 
that had been cut out of the Gua.temalan 
jungle, and Of nearby barracks capable of 
housing 500 men. A Guatemalan civilian told 
him that many of the soldiers at the base 
spoke with a "Cuban accent"; he also con
scientiously reported that an English-speak
ing Guatemalan soldier had dismissed all 
stories about the base as "Communist 
propaganda." 

Even with these tentative conclusions, Mr. 
Dudman had censorship troubles and in the 
end filed his story not out of Guatemala, 
but out of neighboring El Salvador. This 
led the Post-Dis'J)atch to print an editiorial 
which should have galvanized the entire 
American press into action: 

What is going on in Guatema.la?' Who is 
trying to conceal what, and for what pur
pose? Why should Richard Dudman . . . 
have to go to neighboring El Salvador to 
send a dispatch to this newspaper about what 
he found in Guatemala? 

These were what any journalist would call 
"gutsy" questions, crying for answers. Yet 
the AP and the UPI, upon whom the over
whelming bulk of the American press is 
utterly dependent for foreign news, still 
made no attempt to search out the answers. 
But around the middle of December the 
Los Angeles Mirror sent its aviation editor, 
Don Dwiggins, to Guatemala. He reported 
that American funds were involved in the 
airstrip and base construction. The AP picked 
up and distributed a three-paragraph sum
mary of Mr. Dwiggins' long article, but again 
failed .to show any reportorial initiative of its 
own. In an article that appeared in The 
Nation dated January 7, 1961, Mr. Dwiggins 
presented strong evidence in support of 
Dr. Hilton's "hearsay" reports: 

No one in an official position would ex
plain why Guatemala, a country without a 
single jet plane of its own, needs a jet air
strip for military use .... A military base ac
tually exi,sts behind the green curtain of 
Retalhuleu. All _access to the airfield is cut 
off. • • . As ther.e is no airline tramc into 
Retalhuleu, there is no question as to air
strip's purpose. Guatemala's air force, it 
should be noted here, consists of corroding 
war-surplus Mustang fighters, AT-6 trainers 
and some war-weary, twin-engine bombers 
squatting like wounded birds at Guatemala 
City's La Aurora Airport. 

And Mr. Dwiggins reported that, upon his 
return to Los Angeles, an anti-Castro pilot 
told h1m of a "'fantastic air-raid operation 
scheduled for some time early in 1961." Peo
ple "high up the government," the pllot said, 
were offering $25,000 to pilots to fiy the mis
sion. 

It would seem that, by now, things were 
beginning to add up, even if somewhat slow
ly. There is .definitely a. new airstrip and base 
of some kind in Guatemala; even the Times 
says so. Mr. Dudman has reported the pos
sible presence at the base of soldiers who 
speak Spanish with a Cuban accent. Mr. 
Dwiggins has recorded that U.S. money is 
involved in construction of the base and 

has pointed out. that Guatemala, which has 
no jets, obviously has no use for an airstrip 
capable of handling them. Unmentioned, so 
far, is the unmentionable CIA. Still, it would 
indeed seem that Castro had reasonable 
grounds for suspecting that the U.S. ,.was 
planning something unpleasant for him. 

But to the Times, nothing adds up to any
thing, yet. On January 3, the U.S. broke rela
tions with Castro. "What snapped U.S. pa
tience," said the Times "Review of the Week" 
for Sund.ay, January 8, "was a new propa
ganda offensive from Havana charging that 
the U.S. was plotting an "imminent invasion" 
of Cuba, and a demand that the U.S. cut its 
Havana embassy to eleven." In nearly ftve 
columns of text on the Cuban situation, the 
only base mentioned by the Times 1s Guan
tanamo. Why, then, the writer asks plain
tively, was Castro making all those invasion 
charges and fulminating so against the U.S.? 
The writer answers his own question: "The 
Castro Government has become increasingly 
shrill with its anti-American propaganda 
to busy minds that otherwise would be pre
occupied with dissatisfactions at home." 

But two days later Times readers were to 
get more solid fare. In the January 10 issue 
there appeared a second and lengthy dis
patch from Paul Kennedy, this one sent 
directly from Retalhuleu. (In the weeks fol
lowing November 20, 1960, Clifton Daniel ex
plained in his letter of April 27, 1967, 
"rumors and tangible pieces of information 
built up-including stories published in the 
Los Angeles Mirror and the St. Louis Post
Dispatch-and as a result we asked Mr. Ken
nedy to go back to Guatemala. and get out of 
the capital to try to find out just what was 
going on.") In a sense, it can be said that 
this second · Kennedy piece broke the log
jam on the story, and at a later date it was 
to be pin-pointed by President Kennedy a.s 
an example of "premature disclosures of 
security inform;:ttion." 

Actually, the Times article of January 10 
was written with the utmost circumspection. 
"This area (around Retalhuleu] is the focal 
point," the story began, "of Guatemala's mil
itary preparations for what Guatemalans 
consider wm be an almost inevitable clash 
with Cuba." This was not only circumspect; 
it was misleading. The base had nothing to 
do with the military preparations of Guate
_mala; it had to do with the military prepara
tions of the U.S. and a group of Cuban exiles. 
That Mr. Kennedy knew this, or at least 
strongly suspected it, was apparent in his 
text; but each time he offered a sinister in
terpretations of events, he balanced it with 
an innocent one. Thus, while Guatemalan 
authorities insist that the purpose of the 
base was to "meet an assault, expected al
most any day, from Cuba," the "opponents 
of the Ydigoras Administration" insist that 
the preparations are for an ofi:'ensive against 
Castro. (What is the relevance of labeling 
those who suspect aggression as "opponents" 
of Ydigoras? Are we to believe them less?) 
Mr Kennedy asserted flatly that at the base 
"commando-like forces are being drilled in 
guerrilla warfare tactics by foreign personnel, 
mostly from the United States,'' and that 
Americans are assisting with "materiel and 
ground and air faci11ties." But he carefully 
added, quoting an American official, that 
the United States is supplying only materiel 
needed for "defensive operations." 

Nothing in the story identifies the na
tionality of the guerrillas under training; 
Cubans are mentioned only as being among 
the "experts from several nations" who are 
acting as trainers. The base, Mr. Kennedy ob
serves (laughingly?), seems to be on the 
wrong side of Guatemala for efficient defense 
against a Cuban assault on the Caribbean 
coast; on the other hand, it is explained to 
him that its inland site gives it good ca
pabillties for self-defense. 
· Mr. Dwiggins, it is now clear, came much 
closer to the truth than Mr. Kennedy. But a 
ha.If-revelation in the Times carries more lm-

pact than full revelation elsewhere. With this 
dispatch, the country as a whole became 
aware that something peculiar was going on 
in Guatemala, to say the least. Those who had 
read Dr. Hilton's original "hearsay" reports 
found Mr. Kennedy somewhat less baming; 
they had a key to the puzzle. But only readers 
of Hispanic American Report, The Nation, and 
the York Gazette and Daily were in the fortu
nate position. Still missing, however, was any 
echo of Dr. Hilton's suggestion of CIA in
volvement. It was now to come from an un
expected source-the State Department. A 
few hours after the Kennedy story appeared 
in the Times, the afternoon New York Post 
described State officials as turning aside all 
questions about Retalhuleu with the ob
servation, "Don't ask us about it, ask the 
spooks-the Central Intelligence Agency." 

Meanwhile, beginning on January 8, the 
New York Daily News began a series of arti
cles that pushed back the frontiers of our 
knowledge a little farther. The activities in 
Guatemala were definitely in preparation for 
an invasion of Cuba, the paper said; it quoted 
Manuel A. de Varona, head of "the most 
powerful anti-Castro" group in the United 
States, as saying: "Our invading force will 
land in Cuba. . . . They will take over as 
occupation troops ... A provisional govern
ment will be set up [which] will restore all 
properties to the rightful owners Mr. de 
Varona was vague only about where all the 
money was coming from. The Daily News 
was less vague, but quite inaccurate. "It is 
an open secret," said the newspaper, "that 
the Frente [various anti-Castro groups in the 
U.S. had been organized into a Front] is being 
financed by American and Cuban industrial 
interests" who hoped to get their properties 
back from Fidel Castro. It was, of course, 
not industrialists ·who were paying tor all 
the shenanigans going on; it was the Amer
ican taxpayer via the CIA. 

On January 11, the Miami Herald, located 
in the city where most of the Cuban refugees 
were living and where the anti-Castro activi
ties were greatest, printed the first of a long 
series of articles on what was going on. The 
first story said forthrightly: "Recruiters, 
some American, have for months been select
ing anti-Castro men in Miami for secret 
fiights to Retalhuleu." But two days later 
Time magazine blandly referred to what it· 
called Castro's "continued tawdry little melo
drama of invasion." And about the same 
time, in the Security Councll of the U.N., 
U.S. Ambassador James J. Wadsworth termed 
the latest Cuban charge of planned invasion 
as "empty, groundless, false and fraudulent." 

The story continued to expand. Time mag
azine finally decided that Castro was not 
altogether a victim of hallucinations, and on 
January 27 declared that the Frente was 
getting up to $500,000 a month from the U.S. 
and boldly stated that the entire operation 
was in charge of a CIA agent known as "Mr. 
B." Dr. Hllton had had to wait ten weeks for 
the la.st of his "hearsay" repo.rts to be con
firmed by a major publication. 

It is understandable that President Ken
nedy, Secretary of State Rusk, CIA Director 
Dulles and others in Washington were view
ing this publicity with something less than 
enthusiasm. True, during the campaign the 
previous fall, Kennedy had complained that 
America had done too little tor Castro's 
"democratic opposition" and said that lf 
elected he would do more. But he had never 
spelled out just what he would do. Had he 
been thinking of pres en ting bon voyage 
baskets to any anti-Castro invaders depart
ing our shores? Four days before the invasion 
actually began, he told a press conference: 
"There wlll not be under any conditions an 
intervention in Cuba by the U.S. armed 
forces. . . . The basic issue in CUba is not 
one between the United States and Cuba. It 
ls between the CUbans themselves. And I 
intend to see that we adhere to this princi-
ple .... " .. 

But the deep American involvement could 
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not be kept hidden-not after the Guate
mala story had once broken. And it grew in
creasingly dim.cult to hide as recruiting 
agents scurried around New York and Miami, 
gathering sacrificial lambs for the planned 
invasion. By the second week in April the re
cruiting was so opeu that El Diario, a New 
York Spanish-language paper, and the New 
York Mirror, could print the addresses of 
local recruiting stations. Then there was the 
impossible problem of keeping the various 
leaders of the Cuban exile groups quiet. Right 
and Left factions filled the press with their 
mutual recriminations, or with complaints 
of, discriminatory treatment at the hands of 
the Administration. 

Still, there persisted in Washington the 
quaint notion that nothing was really hap
pening unless it was reported in The New 
York Times. And, for many weeks following 
Paul Kennedy's somewhat equivocal report 
from Retalhuleu, the Times did nothing 
deeply distressing to Allen W. Dulles. Indeed, 
in some ways it seemed to be playing the 
Administration game. As late as April 5, just 
12 days before the invasion began, James 
Reston wrote that "The Administration has 
reason to believe that there are now between 
100 and 200 Cuban airmen in Czechoslovakia 
being trained to fly Soviet MIG fighters." 
Waahington omcialdom, aware that it could 
not stop speculation on the invasion, had 
evidently decided on an alternative: to leak 
stories tending to justify it. 

Then, on April 7, the Times printed a long 
dispatch from Miami by Tad Szulc, their able 
and experienced Latin-American correspond
ent. While there were few elements in this 
account that had not already appeared else
where, Mr. Szulc not only linked the CIA to 
the coming invasion but hinted strongly that 
the climax was "imminent." The handling 
given the story by the Times, and the crisis 
of cons'Cience it provoked among its editors, 
were described at length by Mr. Daniel in his 
address last year before the World Press In
stitute. Orvil Dryfoos, then publisher of the 
Times, was described by Mr. Daniel as par
ticularly upset: "He was gravely troubled by 
the security implications of Szulc's rtory. He 
could envision failure for the invasion, and 
he could see The New York Times being 
blamed for a bloody fiasco." 

So Mr. Dryfoos, according to the Daniel ac
count, came down from his fourteenth floor 
om.ce to the news room on the third floor to 
see Turner Catledge, then managing editor. 
The two conferred and decided to turn to Mr. 
Reston, in Washington, for advice. The author 
of The Artillery of the Press advised his 
superiors to spike the guns, more or less, and 
the upshot was that Mr. Szulc's account was 
edited to eliminate references to the CIA and 
to the "imminence" of the invasion. Instead 
of a four-column head, as had been originally 
planned, it was given a one-column head. 

In justice to the Times, it must be noted 
that in addition to the consciences of Messrs. 
Dryfoos, Catledge, and Reston, there were 
other consciences at work that night. Lewis 
Jordan, news editor, and Theodore Bernstein, 
assistant managing editor, objected strenu
ously to this downgrading of the story as a 
violation of Times tradition; and Mr. Daniel, 
in his recounting of the episode, placed him
self alongside the dissenters. 

About a fortnight after the Bay of Pigs took 
its dismal place in history, a group of press 
executives met the President at the White 
House. Mr. Daniel told the World Press In
stitute what took place: 

President Kennedy ran down a list of wbat 
he called premature disclosures of security 
information. His examples were drawn mainly 
from The New York Times. He mentioned, for 
example, Paul Kennedy's story .... Mr. Cat
ledge pointed out that this information had 
been published in La Hora in Guatemala and 
in The Nation in this country before it was 
ever published in the Times. 

"But it was not news until it appeared tn 
the Times," the President replied. 

While he scolded The New York Times, the 
President said in an aside to Mr. Catledge, "If 
you had printed more about the operation, 
you would have saved us from a colossal mis
take." More than a year later, Presid.ent Ken
n.edy [told] ·Orvil Dryf oos, "I wish you had 
run everything on Cuba. . . . I am just sorry 
you didn't tell it at the time." 

President Kennedy had changed his mind, 
but Mr. Reston never did. A year ago he 
told Mr. Daniel: "It is ridiculous to think 
that publishing the fact that the invasion 
was imminent would have avoided this dis
aster. I am quite sure the operation would 
have gone forward." Certainly he did noth
ing to prevent it. Four days before the in-

, vasion, he was publicly asking questions to 
which he already obviously knew most of 
the answers: 

How much will the U.S. Government help 
the Cuban refugees? Will it provide them 
with all the money and arms ·necessary to 
launch an invasion, not from American ports 
and airfields, but from somewhere else? 
Will it train the refugees in the arts of sabo
tage and guerrilla warfare in Guatemala or 
elsewhere? 

Yet, in a larger sense, Mr. Reston was 
probably right. The President, in his as
tonishing asides to Messrs. Catledge and 
Dryfoos, seems merely to have peen trying 
to share his monopoly of wrong decisions. 
In all likelihood, it would have done no 
good for the Times to have "told all" on 
April 7. At best, the telling might have 
forced the Administration to delay the in
vasion a couple of weeks (at added expense 
to the American taxpayers, who were footing 
the training bills); at worst, it might have 
enabled Castro to have been even better pre
pared than he was, and the invasion might 
have been totally crushed in one day instead 
of three. 

The evidence is strong that by these final 
weeks, the affair was beyond aborting; plan
ning had reached tbe point of no return. 
The time for arousing public opposition to 
the idiocy which was launched on April 17 
was back in October, 1960, when La Hora first 
broke the story of the Retalhuleu base. The 
persistency with which the American press 
ignored the story still seems incredible. Its 
intrinsic plausibility should at once have 
been recognized and acted upon; every in
formed journalist in the U.S. knew Guate
mala as an old playground of the CIA. This 
is where the "spooks" from Washington had 
overturned the Arbenz regime in 1954. 

About the press coverage of the invasion 
itself, the less said the better. The chief 
source of information was a Mr. Lem Jones 
who, according to Arthur M. Schlesinger Jr., 
in his A Thousand Days, "was putting out in 
the name of the (Cuban Revolutionary] 
Council press releases dictated over the phone 
by the CIA." The CIA, Mr. Schlesinger inti
mates wryly, had not even bothered to inform 
the Council that Mr. Jones had been hired to 
do the invasion publicity. Who was Mr. 
Jones? In Haynes Johnson's The Bay of Pigs, 
he is described this way: "The president of 
Lem Jones Associates, Inc., a Madison Avenue 
public relations firm ... had done public 
relations work for such clients as a lay com
mittee of the Armenian Apostolic Church and 
corporation stockholders waging proxy fights; 
but his present client, he told a reporter, was 
'a very serious thing, too.' " 

Mr. Jones was still in the proxy business, 
it appeared; this time he was proxying for 
the Cuban Revolutionary Council and the 
CIA. Largely on the basis of his news releases, 
headlines throughout the U.S. recounted 
mass uprisings by the Cuban people against 
Castro, Soviet MIGs blasting the invaders, 
rebel capture of the Isle of Pines, the sur
render of Castro's brother. An eight-column 
banner in the Miama News screamed: Cuban 
Navy in Revolt. All this time the invading 
force of 1,400 men was being systematically 
destroyed by Castro's forces, and nowhere in 
the length and breadth of the island did a 

single Cuban raise a rifle in behalf of the 
"liberators." And four American pilots, mem
bers of the Alabama Air National Guard, as
signed by the U.S. Air Force for special, duty 
with the invasion, died in this affair which, 
in President Kennedy's words, was strictly 
one "between the Cubans themselves." 

From beginning to end, the Bay of Pigs 
was as humiliating for the American press as 
it was for the country as a whole. In the 
aftermath, some editors recognized this. On 
May 10, The New York Times editorialized 
under the heading, "The Right Not To Be 
Lied To": 

The Cuban tragedy has raised a domestic 
question that is likely to come up again and 
again until it is solved. The cause may be 
something that is happening in Laos (or 
Vietnam?], in Central Africa or in Latin 
America, but the question remains the same: 
ls a democratic government in an open so
ciety such as ours ever justified in deceiving 
its own people? ... A democracy--0ur de
mocracy--cannot be lied to. . . . The basic 
principle involved ls that of confidence. 

Newsweek posed the question: "To what 
degree was the press really to blame for the 
magnitude of the American propaganda de
feat? The best answer is that the newsmen, 
like many others, became pawns in the in
tensifying conflict between Washington and 
Havana." 

The press had a right to be angry. It had 
been lied to, again and again, by President 
Kennedy, Allen W. Dulles, Dean Rusk, and 
everyone else in the hierarchy of blunderers 
responsible for the Bay of Pigs. But it also 
had the duty to be ashamed. No law required 
it to swallow uncritically everything that 
omcialdom said. On the very day the Amer
ican-planned, American-equipped expedition 
was landing at the Bay of Pigs, Secretary 
Rusk told a group of newsmen: "The Amer
ican people are entitled to know whether 
we are intervening in Cuba or intend to do so 
in the future. The answer to that question 
is no." Where was the editorial explosion 
that should have greeted this egregious lie? 
And even when the press had opportunity to 
strike a blow for truth, it failed. On April 19, 
while the shooting was still going on, the 
Times received a dispatch from its corre
spondent .at the U.S. nava.l base art; Guan
tanamo Bay. The last paragraph of the story 
read: 

The sensitive radar on Navy ships here 
have picked up no trace of high-speed Cu
ban or Communist aircraft. Officials, there
force, are confident that there have been no 
MIG fighters in this area of Cuba, at least. 
Nor has the Navy sighted any foreign sub
marines. 

This last paragraph appeared only in the 
early edition of April 20. In the later edi
tions, it was deleted. Mr. Daniel, asked about 
this, made this response in his letter of April 
27: "I cannot at this date give the reason 
with certainty, but this sort of thing hap
pens so routinely in makeovers for late edi
tions that the odds are that it was simply a 
matter of space for makeup purposes.'' In 
other words, all the news that fits. 

There is no reason to doubt Mr. Daniels' 
explanation, but an explanation is not a 
justification. Lem Jones' war bulletins out 
of Madison Avenue had been replete with 
references to MIGs and Soviet submarines, 
the work of CIA fiction writers seeking to 
raise war fever in the American people. Surely 
so strong a doubt that they ever existed, ex
pressed by so unimpeachable a source as our 
own Navy men, deserved a better play than 
a tall-end paragraph. And if it had been any
where else in the story, it would not have had 
to -be dropped for space. 

How · does one explain the malaise that 
amicted so much of the press during the 
period? There is no doubt that, in m·a.ny 
places, a covert of voluntary censorship was 
at work. The Times treatment of Szulc was 
one example. The Miami Herald openly ac
knowledged voluntary censorship. The Herald 
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published its first story on the Miami
Retalhuleu airlift the day after Paul Ken
nedy's story from Guat.emala appeared in The 
New York Times. A box alongside the Her
alds' story explained: 

Publlca ti on of the accompanying story on 
the Miami-Guatemala airlift was withheld 
for more than two months by the Herald. Its 
release was decided upon only after U.S. aid 
to anti-Dastro fighters in Guatemala was first 
revealed elsewhere. 

This was on January 11, the Herald had 
apparently known all about Retalhuleu since 
November 10--just about the time Dr. Hilton 
was reporting the story to ':('he Nation. Pres
ident Kennedy should have ohastized the 
Herald, not The Times; had the Herald 
prlllted the story at the outset, there might 
really never have been a Bay of Pigs. 

This demented paitriotism, the urge to play 
along with government at whrutever cost to 
truth, struck elsewhere. Mr. Schlesinger (in 

. A Thousand Days) reports that in March 1961 
the New Republic set aside a detailed ex
pose of invasion preparations in Miami at 
.the request of the White House. (Of the 
magazine's acceptance of the suggestion th·at 
the piece be dropped, Mr. Schlesinger com
ments that it was ''a patriotic act which left 
me slightly uncomfortable.") And in the 
February 2. 1963, issue of Editor & Publisher, 
Alan J. Gould, on the occasion of his re
tirement as general manager of the AP, ls 
quoted as saying: 

"I think the people in Government should 
have learned a lesson for all time on the 
handling of the Cuban affair. Occasionally 
we have withheld stories for a time in the 
national interest. When the President of the 
United Staites cans you in and says this is a 
matter of vital security, you accept the in
junction." 

If the editors of the Miami Herald knew 
the significance of Retalhuleu, it is . safe to 
say that the AP editors knew, too. Yett the 
AP never budged any part of Us massive 
reportorial staff to get at the truth in behalf 
of its thousands of clients. Neither the AP, 
nor the UPI, nor the San Francisco papers 
ever seemed to have tried to follow through 
on the startling remark of that CIA official 
to a San Ftancisco Commonwealth Club 
gathering: "It will be a black day if we are 
ever found out." 

The press is not normally so cooperative 
with government, even on matters touching 
on national security. In this instance, there 
was no security to be breached. Castro knew 
about Retalhuleu as soon as La Hora did, and 
quite likely sooner; and he was in the for
tunate position of not having to verify his 
information with such as President Ydigoras. 
The early apathy of the press makes sense 
only when viewed as motivated not so much 
by patriotic reticence as by eager jingoistic 
collaboration. The fact is that most powerful 
American publishers wanted that damn Cas
tro out of there as much as Allen W. Dulles 
did. So they kept silent until the few inde
pendent souls among them precipitated the 
news competition that is the normal life
blood of the industry. But the damage had 
already been done: public opinion had been 
eliminated as a factor in a major foreign 
policy decision. 

Even today most journalists, with some 
honorable exceptions, criticize the Bay of 
Pigs not as the wrong thing to have done, 
but as the wrong way to have done it. One 
is reminded of most current criticism of the 
Vietnam war; the cure suggested ls always 
something other than the simple getting out. 
It is dimcult to accept that there is no right 
way of doing the wrong thing. 

Where, then, does the duty of the press lie? 
Must it always tell all that it knows? Or are 
there occasions when government, as repre
sentative of the people, has the moral right 
to call upon its · dis9l'etion? ,,President Ken
nedy was not alone in his feeling that the 
press should suppress news in the interest 

of the government (which is assumed to be 
identified with the national interest). But 
back in 1851 that old Thunderer, The Times 
of London, had something to say on this 
subject: 

"The purposes and duties of the [Ministers 
of the Crown and of the Press] a.re con
stantly separate, generaijy independent, 
sometimes diametrically opposite. . . . The 
Press can enter into no close or binding 
a111ances with the statesmen of the day, nor 
can it surrender its pennanent interests to 
the convenience of th~ ephemeral power of 
any Government. The first duty of the Press 
is to obtain the earliest and most correct in
te111gence of the events of the time, and in
stantly, by C.iscloeing them, to make them 
the common property of the nation. The 
statesman collects his lnformatio::i secretly 
and by secret means; he keeps back even the 
current inte111gence of the day with ludicrous 
precautions. . . . The Press lives by dis
closures." 

This is a generally admirable statement of 
a condition that should exist, perhaps, but 
doesn't. The fact is tbat most of the press 
decides for or against cooperation with gov
ernment not on any basis of principle, but 
on the basis of the issue. Do we, the editor 
as]µ; himself, approve or disapprove of what 
the government is asking us to help it do? 
So William F. Buckley Jr., alerted to secret 
peace negotiations between Washington and 
Hrunoi, and fearing an outcome favorable to 
the Communists, might rush to wreck the 
talks by publicizing them. Walter Lippmann, 
in all likelihood, IXlight keep his mouth shut. 
Who has best served journalism and the pub
lic weal? On the other hand, who best served 
journalism and the public weal in the 
months before the Bay of Pigs-those who 
talked, or those who kept silent? 

OKINAWA 
Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, in view 

of the forthcoming talks between Presi
dent Johnson and Prime Minister Eisaku 
Sato of Japan, I believe that a recent 
article by Mr. George Chaplin, editor of 
the Honolulu Advertiser, may be of 
interest. 

I ask unanimous consent that it be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
·was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
[From the Honolulu Advertiser, Nov. 3, 1967) 

OKINAWA: No ANSWER YET 

(NOTE.-The writer flew to Japan last week 
on a Pan American World Airways inaugural 
flight marking three-time-a-week service be
tween Los Angeles, Honolulu and Osaka. Be
fore returning to Honolulu he sought some 
insight into current U.S.-Japan relations). 

(By George Chaplin) 
TOKYo.-No firm timetable for the U.S. 

return of Okinawa to Japan will emerge from 
the mid-month talks in Washington between 
President Johnson and Prime Minister Eisaku 
Sato. 

That, at least, is the prediction in author
itative American circles in Tokyo, where U.S. 
Ambassador U. Alexis Johnson and Japan's 
Foreign Minister Takeo Miki have held at 
least two preliminary sessions. 

It is anticipated the U.S. will reaffirm its 
intention for Okinawa to revert to Japan in 
the future; that negotiations will continue 
toward an acceptable formula; and that 
Japan and Okinawa will increasingly inte
grate economic and other policies. 

The governing Liberal-Democratic Party 
would like to get the Okinawa issue out of 
the , way by 1970. That would prevent the 
other political parties from peaking their op
position at a time when the U.S.-Japan 
Security Treaty will be under discussion. 

(Okinawa is occupied under the peace 
treaty following World War II, but it is used 
by Japan's minority parties as a club against 
the security treaty, which wm reopen in 1970 
only if either the U.S. or Japan formally re
quests it.) 

The Okinawa. issue is not really one of U.S. 
bases there, although the Socialists and Com
munists take that position, but whether the 
civil admdnistration wlll revert to Japan and 
U.S. bases in Okinawa will come under the 
security treaty-like our bases 1n Japan 
proper. 

As a practical matter, we are using our 
Japan bases freely for supplying and sup
porting U.S. troops in Vietnam. The 7th 
Fleet's home port is in Japan, where we have 
the finest navy yard west of Ha wall, backed 
up by a vast industrial complex. 

U.S. airfields in Japan are among the 
busiest in the world. A large proportion of 
the damaged U.S. aircraft are repaired or re
built in Japan, which is convenient for us 
and profitable for the Japanese. 

Actually, some of our supply LSTs have 
Japanese crews. But this is not politically 
popular in a country which stm debates 
whether the U.S. nuclear aircraft carrier 
Enterprise should even be permitted to call 
briefly at a port. 

In Japan, nuclear weapons could not be 
stored without government permission. On 
Okinawa, there ls no such restriction and it 
can be assumed that we have nuclear in
stallations there. As one American put it to 
me bluntly: "We can do as we please on 
Okinawa now." 

For example, we could mount combat oper
ations for Vietnam out of Okinawa but 
aren't, according to one source who said we're 
mostly using the island for refueling and 
repairs. 

The Japanese view .of the U.S. military 
presence in Asia has been somewhat soften
ed by the entry of Communist China into the 
nuclear club, a fact which has distressed and 
dismayed the Japanese. 

An American who speaks Japanese fluently 
and is highly knowledgeable about condi
tions said, "A year ago the Japanese were 
saying, 'We understand China better than 
you do.' Since the Cultural Revolution, we 
no longer get that." 

He cited a recent newspaper poll in Tokyo 
which asked which three countries the people 
liked best and which three they liked least. 

Until this past January, the three least 
liked, in order, were! the Soviet Union, 
China and Korea. After the Cultural Revolu
tion gained full force, China succeeded the 
Soviet Union as the least liked, although the 
ratings were close. 

The three best liked have consistently 
been Sweden, Switzerland and the U.S.-the 
first two understandably since their combi
nation of neutrality and a high living stand
ard represents the Japanese dream. 

U.S. standing, I was told, dropped sharply 
two years ago when the bombing of North 
Vietnam began, but is now back to where it 
was previously. 

On the U.S.-Japan Security Treaty, this 
source said its continuance is not under seri
ous question, and that even the opposition 
parties are increasingly accepting this pri
vately. 

"They realize the economic value to them 
of the security relationship," he said, "since 
they are spending a minimum on defense" 
(about 1.1 percent of their gross national 
product, probably a lower per capita figure 
than that of any other industrialized na
tion) . 

However, there 18 more discussion about 
defense, not whether troops should be sent 
into .action outside of Japan-"that's still a 
long way off"-but whether, for example, 
Japan should consider participating in an 
in.ternational peacekeeping force. 

Under the euphemism of "self defense 
forces," administered by a civilian agency, 
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Japan has assembled a rather effective air 
force (they are building F-104's in the coun
try and will be building Hawks and Nikes). 
There is a small but fairly effective navy and 
well-equipped ground forces (all utilizing 
volunteers, since there is no draft). 

The U.S. is playing it cool on the security 
treaty. Washington is conveying that we are 
not worried about its continuance, that it's 
really the Japanese who should be. One 
source told me this is having an impact--
"the J apanese are worring more in terms of 
the U.S. maintaining rather than their re
nouncing the treaty. 

"Responsible Japanese discussion is not in 
terms of renunciation but of an amendment 
to provide for another 10-year term, to make 
sure the U.S. sticks with it." 

INSPECTION OF MEAT AND MEAT 
PRODUCTS 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, until re
cently most consumers believed 'bhaJt all 
the meat and meat products they bought 
were inspected by the Federal Govern
ment and certified to be clean and whole
some. Unfortunately this is not the case, 
as the American people are now begin
ning to find out. 

At the end of this week the Senate 
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry 
will begin a series of public hearings on 
H.R. 12144, the Wholesome Meat Act, 
which recently passed in House. I hope 
that out of those hearings will come an 
improved bill, designed to give the 
American consumer much-needed uni
form meat inspection protection. 

I invite the attention of Senators to 
an editorial in yesterday's Washington 
Post on the subject, and ask unanimous 
consent that it be p1inted in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the REC
ORD, as follows: 
[From the Washington Post, Nov. 6, 1967] 

THE MEAT CONTROVERSY 

The almost unanimous vote of the House 
of Representatives for the meat-inspection 
bill reflects a strong public demand for the 
elimination of dirty meat. The bill would 
tighten up Federal inspection of all meat 
shipped across state lines and extend Federal 
aid to state inspection systems in line with 
Federal standards. The aim is to extend pro
tection to all meat consumed in the United 
States by means of Federal-state coopera
tion. 

The hot controversy which developed in 
the House was over the ways and means of 
achieving this objective. The House voted 
down the Smith-Foley amendment which 
was designed to extend Federal inspection 
to 5850 intrastate plants doing business of 
more than $250,000 annually. In discussing 
this proposal in our editorial of Tuesday, 
we neglected to make clear that, like the 
Purcell bill which the House approved, it 
would also extend aid to the states in the 
inspection of some 9000 small plants that 
would not be taken under Federal jurisdic
tion. Sponsors of the Smith-Foley amend
ment believe that it would encourage the 
states with no inspection laws to enter the 
field by narrowing their obligation. Oppo
nents contend that it would discour
age state action by Federal absorption of 
state powers and by leaving to the states 
only small slaughterhouses and processing 
plants where inspection is difficult and ex
pensive. 

Since both the b1lls contemplate Federal 
and state inspection systems the nub of the 
argument is where the dividing line should 
be drawn. , If state inspection can be made 
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effective in all the 50 states, we think the 
natural dividing line between interstate 
commerce and intrastate commerce is pref
erable. But it must be acknowledged that 
this is a big "if," and if the states do not 
do their part · the task of throwing out 
contaminated meat will have to be taken 
over by the Federal system. 

We think the Senate could improve the 
House bill by writing in a time limit during 
which the states would have to act. If any 
state should fail to provide for the inspec
tion of all slaughtering and processing 
plants operating intrastate within two or 
three years, complete Federal inspection 
service would be provided in that state. This 
would allow the states that choose to ex
pand their programs to do so and would 
allow complete Federal inspection wherever 
the states might fail to meet Federal stand
ards. The states cannot have it both ways. 
They must do the job and do it effectively or 
yield to Federal agents who can. 

A CALL FOR STATE INITIATIVE 
Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, on No

vember 1, Mr. Peter B. Spivak, chairman 
of the Michigan Public Service Commis
sion, addressed the 79th Annual Con
ference of National Association of Rail
road and Utilities Commissioners
NARUC-in Hollywood, Fla. With the 
thought that Mr. Spivak's remarks will 
be of interest to my colleagues, I ask 
unanimous consent that his address be 
printed in the RECORD at this paint. 

There being no objection, the address 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
SOME THOUGHTS ON THE INTRODUCTION OF 

THE POWER RELIABll.rrY Bn.L 

(Address by Peter B. Spivak, chairman, 
Michigan Public Service Commission, Hol
lywood, Fla., November l, 1967) 
In the old isolated type electric systems 

the only source of reserve generation was in 
installed capability. As these systems grew 
in size and complexity, it became evident 
that it would be mutually advantageous for 
adjacent isolated systems to standardize on 
frequency and voltage, and interconnect the 
systems. A floating tie would synchronize 
the alternating current, stabil1ze voltage 
and make power interchange possible when 
needed. This idea gradually grew and de
veloped until most systems had at least one 
outside interconnection with an adjacent 
system. 

With the use of system interconnection 
came the necessity for careful design of pro
tective systems for the tie lines. Both the 
amount and direction of power flow over the 
ties were critical to avoid overloading one 
system when the interconnected system re
quires · extra capacity to supply unexpected 
load. Interconnection capacity support can 
be defined as the amount of power which a 
system can normally expect to receive, under 
emergency conditions, from other systems 
with which it is interconnected. The amount 
of support is dependent upon the reserve 
margin available in the interconnected sys
tems, as well as the power carrying capa
b111ty of the interconnecting tie lines. 

Ultimate consolidation of small local util
ity companies into larger companies and sys
tems has brought about longer power trans
mission lines. Consolidation of companies 
and development of more and new electrical 
equipment has caused the general electrical 
power requirement to grow extremely rapidly. 
More power· required and longer transmission 
lines have combined to require higher trans
mission voltages until we are now working 
with hundreds of thousands of volts, and 
there is thought now of going to a million 
volts or more in the not too distant future 

for a special, high capacity transmission 
line. 

Interconnection of vast power systems is 
now commonplace, requiring an even closer 
vigilance over protective circuit design. The 
Northeast power failure of November 9, 1965, 
is an example of what could happen if just 
one protective relay is set improperly in such 
a situation. 

When major system disturbances occur, 
one of the matters for consideration is that 
of whether or not to continue interconnected 
operations with neighboring systems. If a 
system is the source of the disturbance, that 
system is likely to want to hold on to all 
interconnections as a source of help for 
righting its situation. On the other hand, if 
one system is not in trouble and another is 
taking extraordinary amounts of power, the 
supplying party may find it desirable or 
necessary to disconnect in order to save its 
own operations. 

Such situations require sound judgment 
and fast evaluation and call for the most 
sophisticated of protective systems. A review 
of procedures by Michigan companies indi
cates that substantially all provisions for 
separations of systems are based upon maxi
mum load carrying capacity of the inter
connections. However, there is one important 
and major exception in that 'the intercon
nections between The Detroit Edison Com
pany and the Hydro-Electric Power Com
mission of Ontario are also controlled auto
matically by the following types of system 
separation relaying: (1) out-of-step; (2) 
underfrequency, in two stages; (3) reverse 
power directional, used at times of large 
power importing; and (4) a combination low 
voltage-high current control. The operation 
of this protective control scheme kept the 
Michigan utilities clear of any distress from 
the Northeast power failure events of No
vember 9, 1965. Automatic recording devices 
indicate that this interconnection was 
opened in 1 % seconds. 

When the Eastern United States and Can
ada were hit by this massive outage of 
prolonged duration the public and media 
reaction which followed was as intense as it 
was understandable. No one wishes to be 
without light, and there were millions of 
people without light. We live in a loud world 
where television, radios and stereos are on 
in most homes for most of the evening. For 
millions of people it became a suddenly 
silent world. Streetlights not working; ap
pliances not working; home health aids not 
working; these and many other things were 
genuinely frightening experiences; and the 
blackout was protracted. People demanded 
answers. 

This is an answer-oriented society. It 
presently tends to look to governmental 
agencies for answers. The agency first looked 
to, and the one which began and continued 
to talk in terms of remedies and solutions, 
was the Federal Power Commission. While 
some individual state Commissioners talked, 
explained or discussed plans for the future, 
there was no state program announced in 
November 1965, nor was any forthcoming 
prior to the introduction by the FPC of its 
proposed Electric Power Reliab111ty Act of 
1967. That proposal followed, in terms of its 
introduction, closely upon the heels of the 
P-J-M outage in 1967. There had been cas
cading power failures in the Missouri· Basin 
in 1965 and 1966. Lee C. White, Chairman of 
the Federal Power Commission, testifying 
before the Senate Committee on Commerce 
on August 22, 1967, said that there had 
been 19 major power failures between the 
Northeast power failure of 1965, and the 
P-J-M outage of this year. It is not surpris
ing that this b111 was introduced. It will be 
very surprising if Congress does not pass 
some legislation on this subject next year. 

Following the introduction of the Federal 
Power Commission's bill., our President, 
~ederick Allen, ap,pbinted an Ad Hoc Com-
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mlttee, consisting of myself as Chairman, 
Commissioner Fred P. Morrissey of Cali
fornia and Commissioner Wallace R. Burke 
of Connecticut, to study this bill and to 
work on a program for the state Commis
sions and the NARUC. We have all been 
working on the problem and we have met 
and made what we consider significant 
progress. President Allen and Paul Rodgers, 
our General Counsel, have met with us. 
The Federal Power Commission has met with 
its Executive Advisory Board on this subject 
twice since the formation of our Ad Hoc 
Committee, and we have been kept informed 
of the deliberations of that body. 

The remedy first advanced by the Federal 
Power Commission is one with which we are 
all familiar. It was that much new construc
tion is needed and that coordinated regional 
and national plans are needed to implement 
national and regional grid systems envis
aged for years by the F.P.C. I have heard it 
said by many that they object to this con
cept because unreliability increases as you 
increase the mileage of the grid. The need 
for more 1 sophisticated protective systems 
becomes imperative. 

The plans announced by industry in most 
areas and most states have envisioned more 
interconnections and more integration 
within grids with ever increasing sizes. Those 
who argue for more plants closer to urban 
or metropolitan concentration are being 
heard, but the listeners are building bigger 
grids. There is an attractive argument to 
this. It is an economic one. In fact, the 
problem of reliability has become enmeshed 
with the idea that interconnections can save 
money and give reliability too. The idea in
herent in the F.P.C. bill that the saving of 
money which comes from shared genera ting 
capacity which the grid offers utilities will 
enable utilities and regulators to combat 
the problems with which conservationist 
groups, groups organized to protect the 
beauties of this land, are now deeply in
volved. This is a very attractive aspect of 
the proposed legislation. 

As I said, the first reaction of the public 
to the Northeast power failure in 1965, was 
to ask for a solution. Much of the questing 
went to the federal government. Although 
many of the causes of the power failure 
were in areas under state regulation, the 
federal body was given much of the can
nonading and much of the opportunity to 
offer solutions. The state Commissions had 
over a year and one-half to come up with 
their own solutions or alternatives, but we 
did not do so. Oh true. we did, many of us, 
issue study reports on the conditions within 
our states, but there were obviously states 
and areas with problems. Had we, as a na
tional association of state Commissions, in
troducing a b1ll involving federal and state 
cooperation either in 1966 or in the first six 
months of 1967, it would be the Federal 
Power Commission which would be looking 
for alternatives or examining our bill to see 
if it is satisfied with the role we, in our 
drafting of legislation, have cast for it. 
Rather, as so often happened in my tenure 
as a regulator, we are the ones who must 
look for the alternative and see how we 
fit in or should flt - in, or hope to flt in 
some else's bill. 

The most recent previous example of this 
was in the gas safety regulation. No matter 
how many of us here may feel about the 
proposed federal regulation, we must ac
knowledge that prior to the intensity :which 
it generated only 24 of our states had adopted 
the American Standards Association Code. 
At the time of the testimony of the C~air
man of the Gas Committee of this organiza
tion this year, 41 states had adopted the 
Code and he was able to say that the others 
would shortly follow .suit. Regardless of how 
good a , performance anyone here may think 
this y.ras or is, it is certainly vulnerable to 
~h~ s~ggestion. that at leas~ half of the. 
performance was the reaction to an im-

pending federal program. This is not the 
firmest way to go to Congress and suggest the 
states can do the job. 

As regulators we should be able to know 
and anticipate what areas need regulating 
as well as areas which Congress, the public 
and the media will expect us to regulate, and 
we should initiate legislation both state 
and federal to accomplish these aims. 

I have heard it said by some that there is 
no need for regulation because industry is 
doing a "reasonably good job" in some of 
the areas which are being suggested for 
regulation or are being regulated. In today's 
environment, where solutions are demanded 
and regulation is expected to do a full-time, 
inventive, imaginative job with vigor and 
initiative, that kind of approach will not 
suffice. If there is a need and demand for 
regulation, industry will be regulated either 
by federal or state governments. The ques
tion for industry is which area it wishes it
self to be regulated by in such a situation 
not whether it will be regulated at all. If in
dustry desires state regulation rather than 
federal regulation in any given area, then 
industry itself should initiate the call if its 
state Commissions do not. It is shortsighted 
for any industry which feels that regula
tion is coming to attempt to keep its finger 
in the dike and hope that it will all go away. 
Industries spend hundred of millions of 
dollars on planning. Well, areas of regula
tion should be included wtthin industry 
planning. If regulation is coming and needed, 
industry should, in this day and age, be 
an initiator or a co-sponsor. In the lexicon 
of utility industrial statemanship this should 
be an essential element. It is both necessary 
and realistic. 

Your Ad Hoo Committee reoognizes that in 
whatever proposal we make the ability of 
states to do the Job wm be an issue. There 
are many states, including some which have 
had major outages, in which the Commis
sions do not have the authority to pass on 
the construction of generating facilitles. It 
wm be difficult to say that the states should 
regulate reliability if they cannot even raise 
questions about the units which are to be 
integral parts of that reliability. We urge you 
to prepare and offer legislation at your next 
session giving Commissions this authority. 
We urge this position whether the Federal 
Power Commission bill passes or not, or 
whether some version of it passes or not. 
We urge it because it is needed. 

On the question of overhead lines and 
aesthetics, only 37 states have jurisdiction 
over construction of at least some lines by 
utility systems. In some of our more populous 
states there is absolutely no regulation. Of 
the 37 states which do regulate lines, 13 of 
them have exemptions for facilities in areas 
already served if the extension is in "the ordi
nary course of business." Many states do not 
have any regulation over lines built by 
municipally owned utilities. A majority of the 
states do not have authority over lines built 
by REA Cooperatives. In these areas state 
regulation cannot be powerless to any degree 
or we will again appear before Congress and 
before the public as not having sufficient au
thority to do the job we say we want to do. 
If your state fits in any of these categories 
you must act now to remedy these situa-tions. 

The pattern of eminent. domain and oon
demnation powers from state to state is far 
from conshstent. There is a mounting chorus 
of complaint. The Federal Power Commis
sion's pToposial offers economic and aesthetic 
comfort_ to those who are concerned deeply 
and sincerely about this problem. The pro
posal states that 44,815 miles of new power 
lines, requiring almost 1 million acres of 
land, will be constructed by 1975. The Federal 
Power Commission offers itself as a forum, 
"an honest broker," a willing planner and, 
most of all, a concerned public body in this 
field. If the states have no authority and 
do not seeJ.t it, you may rest ~sureQ that 
those concerned with these issues will not 

repose their confidence in bodies which 
cannot aot because of lack of statutory 
authority which they will not seek. These 
facts may be hard and may not be partic
ularly palatable but they are political facts, 
and the failure to face them will not result 
in less regulation. Rather, it wm result in a 
continuation of less and less regulation by 
the states because of pre-emption by the 
federal government. There will also be less 
and less interest in state regulation. 

Let us not be disillusioned. Down the 
road of increased regulation by the federal 
government will come a startling and con
tinuing de-emphasis of state public service 
and utilities Commissions. If the "big jobs" 
are being federally regulated there will be 
less budget for ·and less interest in the pro
gram Of the less significant state regulation. 
The time may well oome when the utility 
industry will say the burden of keeping two 
sets of books, or filing two applications or 
doing two of anything is becoming such that 
"we feel that we should be regulated in the 
main by one regulating body." If that time 
should come, which body will that be? Will 
it be the one that is doing the "big jobs" in
volving the most money and the most plan
ning, or the one doing the "small jobs"? 

We shall do our best and we will come up 
with a good NARUC program and position on 
power reliability. If initiative, programs and 
legislation are not coming forth in anticipa
tion of need from this Association now and 
from now on ahead of the federal govern
ment, we shall be faced with years of Usten
ing to speakers tell us why we need to come 
up with yet another alternative !or yet 
another program which someone else antici
pated and acted upon. 

MARYLAND COURT DECISION ON 
CHRONIC ALCOHOLISM 

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, on 
October 11, 1967, Judge Walter H. Moor
man, of the circuit court for Montgom
ery County, Md., ruled, in the case of 
State of Maryland against Walter Rick
etts, that chronic alcoholism was a de
fense to a criminal charge of public in
toxication, and that a chronic alcoholic 
could not constitutionally be criminally 
punished because of this tragic disease. 
In this ruling, Judge Moorman followed 
the rulings of the Fourth Circuit U.S. 
Court of Appeals, in Driver against Hin
nant, and the District of Columbia Cir
cuit U.S. Court of Appeals, in Easter 
against District of Columbia. I applaud 
Judge Moornian's opinion and ask unan
imous consent that it be printed in the 
RECORD at the conclusion of my remarks. 
In my view, it is wholly unjust to punish 
a man merely because he is an alcoholic. 
Medical treatment, not criminal punish
ment, must be provided. 

The courts have taken the lead in 
making us aware of the problems of the 
chronic alcoholic. But now other agen
cies of the government-local, State, and 
Federal-must meet the need for medi
cal treatment facilities which the courts 
have indicated. I believe that Congress 
has special obligation which it must dis
charge both to provide Federal assist
ance for alcoholism care and control 
programs and to establish a model treat
ment program in the locality under its 
direct control, the District of Columbia. 
To these ends, I have joined as a co
sponsor of S. 1508, the Federal Alcohol
ism Care and Control Act, and have in
troduced in the Senate S. 1740, to es
tablish a comprehensive alcoholism 
tre'atment program in the District of 



November 7, 1967 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE 31561 
Columbia. I urge Congress to approve 
both measures as soon as possible. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from Maryland? 

There being no objection, the opinion 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
IN THE CmcuIT COURT FOR MONTGOMERY 

COUNTY, MARYLAND--8TATE OF MARYLAND V. 
WALTER RICKETTS, CRIMINAL No. 8787 

MEMORANDUM OPINION AND DECISION 
This case ls on appeal from the People's 

Court. At his trial de novo he pleaded not 
guilty to the following charge. 

". . . that Walter Ricketts . . . on the 
24th day of May, 1967 . . . was found drunk 
at Rockv1lle and ls an habitual offender, to 
the disturbance of the public peace, ln vio
lation of Article 27, Section 123, of the An
notated Code ... and against the peace, 
government and dignity of the State .... " 

The arresting officer testified as follows: 
"May 24, 1967 approximately 2:40 p.m. we 

received a radio call of one passing out at 
Hickman's Esso. 

Upon responding to the scene we found 
the defendant Walter Ricketts inside the gas 
station on a lounge which is made available 
for customers to wait while cars are being 
worked on. He was slouched over on the 
bench. 

Officer DeVries and myself placed the de
fendant under arrest and being under the 
"influence. We could smell a strong odor of 
alcohol about him. His speech was slurred 
and he could not stand on his feet. 

At this time we took him in our cruiser to 
the Montgomery County Detention Center." 

Evidence of five prior convictions for 
drunkenness within twelve months prior to 
his arrest on May 24, was established. 

A psychiatrist testified that the defendant 
is a chronic alcoholic. 

Among other provisions of Article 27, Sec
tion 123 of the Code it ls provided that 
"Every person who shall be found drunk . . . 
upon any public street or highway, in any 
city, town or county in this State, or at any 
place of public worship or public resort or 
amusement in any city, town or county of 
this State, or in any store during business 
hours . . . shall be deemed guilty of a mis
demeanor. . . . Habitual offenders may be 
fined not more than one hundred dollars or 
committed to Jail or the Maryland House of 
Correction for not more than six months. 
An habitual offender is a person who shall 
have been convicted under the provisions of 
this section five ( 5) times in the preceding 
twelve {12) months." 

The evidence reflects that the forty-one
year-old third-grade educated de~endant 
who, when sober, earns his livelihood as a 
laborer on a turf farm, began consuming 
alcoholic beverages at the age of sixteen. 
Within the past twenty years he has been 
convicted two hundred eighty-six times for 
being under the influence of intoxicating 
liquor in public to the disturbance of the 
public peace. He has been hospitalized for 
alcoholism on several occasions. 

The Act of Congress of August 4, 1947, 
entitled "Rehabilitation of Alcoholics," 61 
Stat. 744 c. 472 defines a "chronic alcoholic" 
to mean: 

"Any person who chronically and habit
ually uses alcoholic beverages to the extent 
that he has lost the power of self-control 
with respect to the use of such beverages, or 
while under the influence of alcohol en
dangers the public morals, health, safety and 
welfare." 

As defined by the National Council on 
Alcoholism, a chronic alcoholic is defined as 
"a person who is powerless to stop drinking 
and whose drinking seriously alters his nor
mal living pattern." 

· In Driver v. Hinnant, 356 F. 2d 761, the 
Court, in holding that a North Carolina 
Statute making it a misdemeanor for a per-

son to be found drunk in public may not be 
applied to a chronic alcoholic, and further 
said: 

"It ls known that alcohol can be addicting, 
and it is the addict-the involuntary drink
er-on whom our decision is now made. 
Hence we exclude the merely excessive
steady or spree-voluntary drinker. 

"This addiction-chronic alcoholism-is 
now almost universally accepted medically as 
a disease." 

One charged with public drunkenness may 
assert chronic alcoholism as a defense and 
introduce evidence in support of that de
fense .... and, public intoxication of a chron
ic alcoholic lacks the essential element of 
criminality. Easter v. District of Columbia, 
361 F. 2d 50. Again, in the Driver case the 
Court held: 

"Appearances in public, unw111ed and un
governable by victim of chronic alcoholism, 
cannot be basis for judgment of criminal 
conviction and to do ·so would affront 8th 
amendment as cruel and unusual punish
ment ln branding him a criminal, irrespective 
of consequent detention or fine." 

The State of Maryland recognizes that 
chronic alcoholism ls a disease as reflected 
by Article 16, Section 49 of the Annotated 
Code of Maryland, 1967, whereby the Legis
lature authorizes a Judge of a Circuit Court 
to commit to a state hospital for treatment 
a person suffering from acute or chronic 
alcoholism. 

The Court finds: 
1. That on a charge of public intoxication 

under Article 27, Section 123, a defendant 
may assert chronic alcoholism as a defense 
and introduce evidence in support of that 
defense; that a chronic alcoholic ls distin
guished from the "voluntary drinker" and 
the person on a "steady or spree." . 

2. The Court further finds that the defend
ant, Walter Ricketts, is now and was on the 
date of his arrest on May 24, 1967, a chronic 
alcoholic. 

3. That a chronic alcoholic is suffe·ring from 
a disease that has caused him to lose the 
power of self-control with respect to the 
use of alcoholic beverages or while under the 
influence of alcohol endangers the public 
moral, health, safety and welfare, and that 
such a person ls powerless to stop drinking 
and his drinking seriously alters his normal 
living pattern. 

4. That by virtue of this disease the 
chronic alcoholic is incapable of entertain
ing the intent necessary to make public 
drunkenness a crime. 

5. That to incarcerate or otherwise punish 
a chronic alcoholic for being in a state of 
Intoxication in a public place constitutes 
cruel and unusual punishment and is in 
violation of the Eighth Amendment, as made 
applicable to the states by the Fourteenth 
Amendment of the United States Constitu
tion. 

For the foregoing reasons the Defendant 
ls found not guilty, and it ls further ordered 
that the Defendant remain committed to the 
Springfield State Hospital for treatment and 
observation of his chronic alcohollsm, as or
dered by the Court on October 11, 1967. 

(NoTE.-The Court before reaching the 
foregoing decis.ion perused the brief and 
particularly the bibllography therein sub
mitted by Mr. Don L. Davis, Esq., of Austin, 
Texas; and Mr. Lawrence Speiser, Esq., of 
Washington, D.C., which brief ls in regard 
to No. 405 in the Supreme Court of the 
United States, October Term, 1967, and for 
which the Court thanks the said attorneys.) 

WALTER H. MOORMAN, 
Judge of the Circuit 001.trt for Mont

gomery County, Mel. 

THE CHANGING PUBLIC OPINION 
ON VIETNAM· 

Mr. GRUENING. Mr. President, as the 
full realization of the awesome predica-

ment in which the United States finds 
itself because of its ever-escalating mil
itary involvement in an illegal and im
moral war in Vietnam sinks in, more and 
more people-both in the Congress and 
throughout the country-are shifting 
their positions to oppose the policies of 
the United States in Vietnam. 

It takes intestinal fortitude to admit 
publicly that one has been in error, but 
confession of error is far better than 
compounding that error by continuing 
on an incorrect course of action. 

In recent weeks, many responsible 
legislators in both Houses of the Congress 
have, with great candor, taken this 
course of action and have admitted that 
they were wrong heretofore in support
ing the military involvement of the 
United States in Vietnam. 

In a constructive and perceptive 
editorial entitled "The List Grows," the 
Nation for November 6, 1967, has com
mented on these changes. I hope there 
are more. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
editorial be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

THE LIST GROWS 
The Nation had occasion to point out some 

weeks ago that Sen. Thruston Morton had 
blazed a way to the truth on Vietnam by a 
three-word formula as simple as lt was 
honest: "I was wrong." Amid the devious 
ways of politics, such candor is refreshing. 
It ls also economical: argument and recrimi
nation are avoided. 

Senator Morton's example of admitting 
error in the briefest possible compass is 
catching on .In the Congress and elsewhere. 
Sen. Robert Kennedy has been critical of our 
entanglement in Vietnam longer than Sen
ator Morton, but never so bluntly as in his 
reply to a questioner at a business execu
tives' lunch: "Looking back on those years 
(1961-1963) when I had some share of the 
responsibility [for Vietnam policy] there ls 
no question I was wrong." Another recruit 
is Rep. Morris Udall of Arizona, the brother 
of the Secretary of the Interior and an 
emergent figure ln his own right. We are on 
"a mistaken and dangerous road" in Viet
nam, he now says, and he himself made a 
"mistake" in supporting Administration pol
icy. Udall said he ls not breaking with Mr. 
Johnson, either as President or as leader of 
the Democratic Party, but those Democrats 
who remain loyal to a losing cause can take 
scant comfort from his contention that a 
Republican might be elected President next 
year if he presented an option leading to 
American withdrawal from Vietnam. Ken
nedy and Udall are joined by Sen. Albert 
Gore, a member of the Foreign Relations 
Committee, who says we have stumbled into 
a morass in Vietnam and proposes that we 
negotiate ourselves out of it by consenting 
to the neutralization of Southeast Asia, in
cluding Vietnam. 

An especially striking defection is that of 
Sen. Stuart Symington, for long a hawk 
among hawks. In the St. Louis Post-Dispatch 
(October 22) Richard Dudman calls the 
evolution of Symington's views "remarkable 
or even amazing." Mr. Symington is not near
ly as summary in his change of position as 
was Mr. Morton, but his proposal is radical 
enough: cessation of all military activity in 
both North and South Vietnam and of rein
forcement of troops already there, in an 
effort to get peacetalks started. If the enemy 
did not comply, the United States could 
resume the war "in any manner of its own 
choosing." Asked if he meant use of nuclear 
weapons, Symington said that would be un
·thinkable. The implied threat of all-out war 
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if Hanoi did not agree to negotiate almost 
guarantees a rejection. Some observers have 
thought that Symington was proposing a 
pause in order to bring more force to bear 
subsequently, but Dudman, on the basis of 
a long interview, concludes that the Senator 
wants to get the United States out of Viet
nam, not into a wider war. A factor that 
weighs on Symington is the casualty list. 
Eighteen months ago he and his wife began 
to write a personal letter to the family of 
each Missourian killed in Vietnam. The 429 th 
letter has just gone out. 

The Democratic Party is falling into in
creasing disarray as the war drags on. The 
morale of Midwest Democrats could hardly 
be worse, and rebellion is brewing in several 
areas. In Michigan the retiring state chair
man has volunteered to head any dump
Johnson movement, Minnesota Democrats 
are seeking a rival slate, and the influential 
Roman Catholic Review of St. Louis is sup
porting General Gavin's views. In New York, 
in a significant switch, the state NAACP has 
oome out against the war. In a video vote on 
WABC, the New York City outlet of the 
A.B.C. network, 60 per cent of those who 
telephoned their views were opposed to John
son's re-election. The following week ( Oc
tober 20), the question was whether we 
should get out of Vietnam. The replies ex
ceeded 5,000, the largest so far in this poll. 
The yes answers were 5·5 per cent of the total. 

As long as they were running in his favor, 
Mr. Johnson set great store by the polls. Now 
he seems to be deaf and bllnd, or unable to 
believe the :figures. In November, 1966, on the 
basis of the polls, we were consoling ourselves 
and other peaceniks with an estimate of 20 
million on our side. Gallup now sets the anti
war total at 46 million, indicating a precipi
tate drop in support for the Johnson course. 
Yet the President and, even more fervently, 
Hubert Humphrey, continue to defend the 
indefensible. How coUld two such consum
mate politicians get themselves into such 
a cul-de-sac? The British anarchist weekly, 
Freedom, asks, "Is Johnson a prisoner of 
war?" It is a sharp question. 

RESISTANCE TO AGGRESSION 
Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, Roscoe 

Drummond, in a column published in the 
Washington Post of Saturday, November 
4, stated a fact which, in my own experi
Emce, I find to be true: That is, that 
.Americans of whatever circumstances 
find the most compelling reason for our 
Nation's involvement in Vietnam to be 
resistance to aggression at its start so as 
to avert worse war under worse condi
tion:; with worse casualties. 

As Drummond wrote: 
This is exactly what we failed to do when 

the cloud of Hitler's oncoming aggression was 
no larger than a man's fist. No nation re
sisted Hitler when he invaded the Rhineland. 
Nor when he invaded the Sudetenland. Nor 
when he took all of Czechoslovakia. Then 
came Poland, and World War II could no 
longer be averted. 

Mr. President, as Roscoe Drummond 
observes, we are today applying the lesson 
we learned so well in the thirties. We are 
applying it in Vietnam. I ask unanimous 
consent that Mr. Drummond's column, 
entitled "Basic Reason for Viet War Is 
To Avert Bigger Conflict," be printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
BASIC REASON FOR VIET WAR Is To AVERT 

BIGGER CONFLICT 

(By Roscoe Drummond) 
DALLAS.-Two things stand out in the way 

people feel about Vietnam, as I discovered 

talking with audiences-on campuses and 
off, in large cities and small communities
from Nebraska to Texas: 

1. Despite impatience and frustration, 
there is very little support for quitting the 
war. Many may feel it was a mistake to get 
in, but few propose we get out. 

2. There is scarcely any emotional com
mitment to what we are doing in Vietnam 
and an almost total lack of understanding 
as to why we are doing it. 

It isn't that the public is inattentive. It 
is that the case which President Johnson 
has made has not convinced most people and, 
when it has, they haven't stayed convinced. 

Why? After being asked many times by 
students and adults why there is so much 
division in the United states about the Viet
nam war, I feel that one answer is that the 
public has been given too many different 
reasons without adequate and sustained em
phasis on the single overriding reason. 

It is true that we are protecting South 
Vietnam from Communist expansion-by
force. It is true that we are insuring the 
right of the South Vietnamese to have a 
government of their own choice. It is true 
that we pledged ourselves under the SEATO 
treaty to help protect the Southeast Asian 
nations. It is true that, .if we failed to stay 
the course in Vietnam, no nation could count 
on the word of the United States. 

All valid reasons, but not the compelling, 
the commanding, the most convincing rea
son. 

No one, I suspect, can convince the great 
majority of Americans-and keep them con
vinced-that we should bear the pain and 
punishment we are experiencing in Vietnam 
unless the reason bears concretely, directly, 
and visibly on the security and welfare of the 
United States itself. All other arguments are 
subsidiary and diversionary. 

The one reason for our being there which 
I found most meaningful, most acceptable, 
and most convincing to audiences through
out the Midwest was this: 

In defending South Vietnam, the United 
States is resisting aggression at its start 
in order to avert worse war under worse 
conditions with worse casualties. 

This is exactly what we failed to do when 
the cloud of Hitler's oncoming aggression 
was no larger than a man's fist. No nation 
resisted Hitler when he invaded the Rhine
land. Nor when he invaded the Sudetenland. 
Nor when he took all of Czechoslovakia. Then 
came Poland and World War II coUld no 
longer be averted. 

The United States is defending against 
aggression at its start in South Vietnam in 
order to save lives. And how are we saving 
lives? Think how many lives would have 
been saved if the United States had joined 
in the resistance to Hitler at the start in
stead of waiting until he had grown more 
powerful, had immob111zed two neighboring 
nations and become convinced that the 
United States would remain aloof no matter 
where the Nazis turned to conquer in Europe. 

But we didn't and it was then too late 
to avert worse war. The United States today 
is applying the valuable lesson of what it 
failed to do before World Wax II. 

POTATO LABELING BILL DRAWS 
ADDITIONAL NATIONWIDE SUP
PORT 

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, pending 
in the Committee on Commerce is S. 562, 
the proposed National Potato Labeling 
Act. Under the ·· provisions of the bill, the 
containers in which potatoes are packed 
shall bear a label which clearly indicates 
the State of origin of the potatoes and 
the name and address of the packer or 
repacker. This is in line with good truth
in-packaging practices, to which every 
housewife is entitled. 

Objections have been raised to this leg
islation on the ground that it will bene
fit only two States: Idaho and Maine. 
That is not true. Potato grower associ
ations across the country have said that 
it is not true. 

Mr. President, additional strong na
tionwide support has recently come from 
the National Association of State Depart
ments of Agriculture. That association, 
in their convention last month, recog
nized the bill would be beneficial to all 
States, and put themselves on record 
saying so. 

Mr. President, I ask that Resolution l, 
adopted· at the 1967 convention of the 
National Association of State Depart
ments of Agriculture, be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the resolu
tion was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
REi;IOLUTION 1.-NATIONAL POTATO LABELING 

ACT-(MARKETING, TRANSPORTATION, AND 
WEIGHTS AND MEASURES) 

Whereas, potatoes are produced commer
cially in. most of the States; and 

Whereas, there are differences in potatoes 
produced in various areas of the country; 
and 

Whereas, there have been proven instances 
where potatoes have been mislabeled as to 
state of origin; and 

Whereas, this mislabeling is harmful for 
both producer and consumer; and 

Now, Therefore, Be It Resolved, that the 
National Association of State Departments of 
Agriculture in convention assembled at At
lanta, Georgia, October 1-5, 1967, strongly 
supports the passage of S. 562 entitled "A 
Bill to require fresh potatoes purchased or 
sold in interstate commerce to be labeled ac
cording to the State in which such potatoes 
were grown." 

THE ALASKA MINERS ASSOCIATION 
CALLS UPON THE SECRETARY OF 
THE TREASURY FOR AID TO GOLD 
MINERS 
Mr. GRUENING. Mr. President, ever 

since I began my service as a Senator 
from the State of Alaska, it has been my 
constant endeavor to achieve the enact
ment of legislation that would revitalize 
the once great gold mining industry of 
Alaska. 

Twice the Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs has reported proposed 
legislation I have introduced to permit 
payments to gold miners of amounts 
equal to the di:tierence between costs of 
production in 1940, the year in which we 
reached our peak of gold production, and 
current costs. Regrettably, the Senate 
has never been given an opportunity to 
act on this measure, despite repeated 
pleas from the sponsors of the bill. I 
would again call upon the leadership of 
the Senate to allow this measure to come 
before this body for debate and passage 
during the 90th Congress. 

No business enterprise in the United 
States has suffered more cruelly and so 
unjustly from arbitrary and discrimina
tory practices of the Federal Govern
ment than the gold miners. Since 1934, 
the price they have been paid for the 
commodity they produce has not been 
allowed to change because it was set by 
Executive order in 1933 and the execu
tive branch refuses to change that order. 
During World War II, gold miners were 
ordered to close their mines-alone 
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among mines of the world and alone 
among enterprises in the United States. 
No compensation was ever paid for this 
action by the Government although the 
gold miners suffered cruelly and al
though they sought redress in the courts 
when the war was over. 

As a result of the difficulties gold 
miners have repeatedly encountered, the 
mining of gold in Alaska on any signifi
cant scale at all has virtually vanished. 
The reason is that gold cannot be pro
duced profitably at the price now al
lowed. While the price at which the com
modity is sold has remained the same 
since 1934, the cost of everything re
quired to mine gold has risen relent
lessly. Therefore, gold miners can no 
longer pursue their occupation and make 
a living. 

Many gold miners in Alaska believe the 
solution to their plight is to release gold 
from its tie with the monetary system 
of our country. Many believe that if gold 
could be sold to the manufacturers di
rectly, free from the $35-an-ounce liini
tation, the price would rise to a level at 
which it could profitably be mined. The 
Alaska Miners Association, of which Mr. 
Leo Mark Anthony is president, and Mr. 
Mark Ringstad is vice president, have 
asked me to call upon the Department of 
the Treasury for the action recom
mended. 

I ask unanimous consent that the text 
of a letter to the Secretary of the Treas
ury, Hon. Henry Fowler, by Mr. Anthony 
and Mr. Ringstad, a copy of which was 
furnished me, be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

.ALASKA MINERS ASSOCIATION, 
Anchorage, Alaska, October 27, 1967. 

Mr. HENRY FOWLER, 
Secretary, U.S. Treasury Department, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. FOWLER: In the light of your 
pronouncements concerning the establish
ment of fiduciary money, the miners of 
Alaska request that gold be freed as a com
modity to seek its own price in the market
place. 

Such action by you would stop the dis
crimination against the possession of gold 
by United States citizens. In addition, it 
would create a supply and demand market 
for gold in the best traditions of American 
free enterprise and end present discrimina
tory policies against the sale of gold to users 
by producers. This action would free the 
United States government from paying a 
"support" price of $35 per troy ounce for 
gold-thus helping to balance our national 
budget. 

We ask for this action in the name of hon
esty and justice. 

Very truly yours, 
LEO MARK ANTHONY, 

President. 
MARK RINGSTAD, 

Vice President. 

STEELWORKERS' TESTIMONY ON 
QUOTA BILL 

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, one of 
those who testified before the Commit
tee on Finance on OCtober 20 on the 
Hartke-Dirksen steel quota bill was Mr. 
Joseph P. Molony. Mr. Molony is vice 
president of the United Steelworkers of 
America. His excellent testimony sup
ported. the proposal before the commit
tee. 

I ask unanimous consent that the tes
timony be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the testi
mony was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as fallows: 
TESTIMONY OF JOSEPH P. MOLONY, VICE PRES

IDENT, UNITED STEELWORKERS OF AMERICA 
Mr. Chairman, my name is Joseph Molony. 

I am vice president of the United Steelwork
ers of America, a union which represents the 
workers in the basic iron and steel industry 
in the United States and Canada. We also 
represent the iron ore miners in both coun
tries. 

It is on their behalf that I appear before 
you today to testify in support of the Hartke
Dirksen Bill (8-2'537), to provide for orderly 
trade in iron and steel mill products. We will 
recommend, however that the bill also cover 
iron ore imports and that Canada be excluded 
from the application of any of the quotas. 

The force of reality has brought us before 
you today. The reality is the fact that steel 
imports have captured almost 11 % of our 
domestic market, and that there is no evi
dence that this upward trend in imports will 
slacken off. 

Since 1957 there has been a complete re
versal in the import-export picture. At that 
time, imports represented less than 2% of 
consumption. Today, imports are about 11 % 
and account for almost eleven million tons 
of steel products. In 1957 we exported about 
7% of net industry shipments; whereas, 
todiay we export less than 2 % of our 

· shipments. 
OVERCAPACITY 

The prospect of a continuing overcapacity 
in world steel-producing capacity gives us 
cause for concern. 

Steel production in the European Com
mon Market alone in 1965 doubled the levels 
of 1952. In comparison, steel production in 
the United States has increased only 40 per 
cent between 1952 and 1965. To the extent 
that these increases in foreign production 
might have reflected increased demand in 
their home markets, there would have been 
no strain in world trade. However, this has 
not been the case. 

As world steel-making capacity rose, steel
producing nations, with insufficient domestic 
demand, turned to foreign m s.rkets to un
load production from excess capacity. 

It is precisely this acceleration of excess 
capacity, which has outstripped world de
mand, that has caused pronounced repercus
sions upon the American steel industry. Not 
only has our industry lost most of its own 
foreign markets to unfair international com
petition, but the American market itself has 
become a net importer of steel both in ton
nage and in value of steel imported. It should 
also be noted that somewhat less than half 
of the American exports are now financed 
by the Agency for International Develop
ment. 

As a consequence, we in the union are 
faced with new and vexing problems. The 
more recent acceleration of steel imports 
has come at a time of an extended boom in 
the American economy. Steel production in 
1966 is at an all-time high, having reached 
134 million tons. Despite this increased pro
duction, however, steel employment has sub
stantially declined. In 19·52, steel production 
stood at 93 million tons and employment at 
545,000 workers. Employment in 1966 was 
only 446,000 workers, 99,000 less than in 1952, 
although production had increased by 41 
million tons. Of course, this is the result of 
increased productivity and is an economic 
factor decreasing the need for manpower in 
the steel industry regardless of the import 
situation. Without the increased demand for 
steel accompanying our present economic 
growth, the impact of automation on steel 
employment would have been intolerable. 

The import sltuatlon, therefore, becomes 
all the more critical when we realize that 
the American steel industry during the next 

few years intends to accelerate its present in
vestment in technological imp·rovements. 
Such improvements are essential to keep 
abreast of developments in other countries, 
and to keep our industry competitive. Last 
year these capital expenditures exceeded 
$2 b1llion, and we expect that they may be 
as great or greater this year. These invest
ments will result in greater productivity of 
ma.npower. If demand does not keep pace 
with the new productivity, there will be even 
further decreases in the ranks of steel
workers. 

Our problem, then, is one of wondering 
whether growth of the American economy 
will be strong enough and sustained enough 
to generate a domestic demand for steel to 
compensate for the increased productivity. 
Steelworkers who have suffered deep levels of 
unemployment in this decade, have good 
reason to doubt whether such a balance can 
be achieved. This problem is compounded as 
imports eat into domestic demand. As a mat
ter of fact, we have strongly supported ex
pansionary fiscal and monetary policies to 
stimulate economic growth. The political 
climate in Congress is not always sympa
thetic to such policies. 

We are, therefore, justifiably concerned 
that increased imports might capture an 
even more disproportionate share of that 
demand. If this should happen, then even 
more jobs will vanish. 

I mention the fear of a "disproportionate 
share of the market" because of the pres
sures under which the world steel com
munity is currently operating. I emphasize 
again there is an extraordinary over-capacity 
in steel production and a lack of demand 
in foreign home markets. It is no wonder, 
then, that Japanese imports to the United 
States increased to 45% of our total import 
market. Moreover, it is estimated that by 
1970 Japanese capacity wlll outstrip its own 
rate of consumption by about 30 million 
tons. 

Furthermore, Japan is not alone in this 
situation of an imbalance between capacity 
and domestic consumption. The steel-pro
ducing nations of Western Europe may well 
match Japan with similar levels of surplus 
capacity. We think it is unfortunate that 
this overcapacity exists because it causes a 
serious strain on trade relationships. Over
stimulation of investment in steel productive 
capacity results in difficult employment 
pressures in the foreign countries and awk
ward international trade relations. When 
faced with an ever-widening gap between 
capacity and consumption, the industries of 
these countries are propelled by a compulsive 
urge to maintain production by expanding 
their share of the export market through 
drastic price sacrifices. Much as I might 
admire this full production and employment 
policy of the foreign companies, I realize 
that ultimately it will be the members of 
my union which will have to bear the brunt 
of uncontrollable and unreasonable ex
pansion of foreign productive capacity and 
increased exports to our shores. 

Concern over excess capacity is not just an 
American problem. A recent article in the 
November 1965 issue of the Economist states: 
"Steel producers are asking themselves if 
they must adjust to living permanently in a 
state of near recession ... The main reason 
for the situation is the reaction of producers, 
particularly European, to overcapacity . . . 
Attempting to sell their production at any 
price, the main producing countries found 
themselves undercutting in each others' 
home market." 

The United Steelworkers of America must 
react to the threatened job loss that such a 
sltuatlon can produce, as highlighted by the 
following factors: 

1. Steel investment policy. I mentioned 
before the American steel industry has em
barked upon a policy ot large scale invest
ment for modernization. There has been 
criticism that the industry has not been ag-
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gressive enough in keeping abreast with tech
nological advances. Yet we all are aware that 
technological advances result in fewer man 
hours per unit of production because of pro
ductivity increases. Hence only a growing 
domestic demand will absorb our manpower, 
which otherwise would be displaced. During 
this period of modernization, we simply can
not afford to see an excessive capture of that 
increased domestic demand by foreign pro
ducers. We do not oppose their access to that 
increased demand, but we have now come to 
the conclusion that 10 per cent of that mar
ket is indeed reasonable enough. Otherwise, 
accelerated technological investments will be 
paid for through the loss of American steel
workers' jobs. 

2. Periods of Recession. Faced with this 
overcapacity problem, our concern becomes 
particularly crucial if there ls an economic 
downturn and the foreign · producers retain 
their current tonnage share of the market. 
Their percentage share of domestic consump
tion then would rise disproportionately to the 
detriment of the American industry, and 
Steelworkers. The higher percentage levels of 
imports could be disastrous. Four times since 
the end of World War II, the steel industry 
has been plagued by recession. During some 
weeks, production dropped to below 50 per 
cent of capacity. As many as 150 thousand 
steelworkers have been laid off and large 
numbers of those on the job were employed 
on short work weeks. Fortunately, during 
each of these occasions in the past, steel im
ports were not a serious problem, either be
.cause they were still low, or because steel 
exports were still large. Now, however, the sit
uation ls reversed. If, for any reason, the 
steel industry should again fall victim to a 
recession, and employment tumble, as in the 
past, then it ·would be unacceptable for im
ports to continue at tlle present tonnage rate. 

3. Inventary Buildup. Every time a steel 
labor contract approaches expirBltion, de
mand for our product rises almost geo
metrically as steel consumers build up large 
inventories. This, of course, ls especially true 
if the negotiations take place during a period 
of high economic activity. Steel consumers 
raise their inventories and stockpile as a 
hedge against a possible steel strike. So, do
mestic production is pushed to the utmost 
and imports rise beyond all measure. Some
times exporters take advantage of this situa
tion and insist upon long-term commitments 
to satisfy the eager American customer. In 
any event, the moment it becomes clear that 
there will be no strike--and, incidentally, Mr. 
Chairman-there has been no strike for 8 
years, the domestic product:ion drops 
sharply, and tens of thousands of American 
steelworkers are laid off. Imports, on the 
other hand, tend · to continue at the new, 
artificially high level. 

Steel imports dramatically increased dur
ing the prolonged negotla tlons of 1965 from 
6.4 million· tons in 1964 to 10.3 million tons. 
Furthermore, the characteristic of such an 
increase is that it remains fixed at the higher 
level. It then becomes a. new tloor upon which 
a.dditio:aal imports are built. Already there 
are e.stimates, ~ we approach the negotia
tions of 1968, that there will be a minimum 
of 15 milllon tons imported next y:ear. 

In 1965, after the last inventory buildup, 
some 65,000 steelworkers were laid oft, while 
steel imports were coming in at the rate"of 
about one million tons a month. Providenti
ally, demand continued high; and even ex
pand~d, so that, within ·4 or 5 months, or 
about the beginning of 1966, the laid-off 
steelworkers were all recalled to their jobs. 
But in 1968, · when our preJient contract .ex
pires, we may not ,_be so fortunate. 

. · L'.EGISLATIVE ACTION 

We have been re-examinh:ig.' our · p.Ostttre 
with respect to 'liberal trade policy for the 
past few years. As the imports con'tinU:ed to 
rise, ·thet~ were in.'any who urged us· to adopt 
the protectidnl'st pbsltlo~ of ·b1glier ~ariffs. 

r i ..:. .'~ · · ; 

We rejected this approach. While we had not 
yet formulated any new position, we made 
repeated entreaties to union, industry, and 
government ofllclals abroad to moderate their 
accelerating seizure of the American steel 
market. Our international representatives 
urged voluntary action and international 
steel conferences within the framework of 
the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade. 
But all was to no avail. 

We now urge passage of S. 2537, with modi
fications which I wlll suggest, so as to estab
lish an orderly steel market--one which 
could well have been negotiated under a vol
untary agreement, if there were the inclina
tion. By establishing a quota system, which 
is flexible and generous enough to grow with 
the economic expansion of the American 
market, we are, in effect, guaranteeing to 
foreign producers access to the American 
market on a reasonable basis. 

Section 8 of the bill ls designed to take 
care of the problem of inventory buildup 
during negotiations, since no more than 60 
per cent of the annual quota in any one 
category from any one nation may be utilized 
during any 6-month period. I woUld call at
tention, however, to the fact that, under this 
bill, during a recession, imports would still 
be permitted at abnormally high levels for 
that year. I suggest that the formula oe mod
ified to correct this condition. 

Another concern which we have about this 
legislation ls that there will be pressure to 
get in under the .quota deadline. This may 
actually stimulate domestic buyers to go 
overseas before the bill becomes effective. We 
recommend, therefore, that a provision be 
added to deal with this contingency. 

The b111 also provides that the Secretary 
of Commerce should give a report to Con
gress about the impact of the quotas a.fter 
5 years. Perhaps we can think of the quota 
system as being on a probationary basis. The 
5-year probationary period is particularly 
advisable. It may give our own industry the 
opportunity to increase its technological im
provements without job loss, while at the 
same time the reasonable limitation of access 
to the American market may decrease the 
te~dency for over-expansion of world ca
pacity. 

moN ORE 

Senators, our main concern in appearing 
before you, as I mentioned earlier, is the 
protection of the jobs of the members of the 
United Steelworkers of America. However, 
our union includes not only basic steel.:. 
workers but also iron ore miners. For years. 
our miners have complained about job losses 
due to the importation of iron ore by Amer
ican steel companies from foreign properties 
totally or partially owned by them. 

Their job loss is no less real--especlally 
when there is a downturn in steel produc
tion without a proportionate reduction of 
iron ore imports. Over 36 per cent of domestic 
ore consumptlon-44 million tons--was im-
ported last year. · 

Although conditions on the Iron Range 
have improved with the exploitation of taco
nite, we would recommend nonetheless that 
a quota system be devised to provide similar 
safeguards for iron ore miners. 

CANADIAN COVERAGE 

We are aware also that tll-ere is a very 
close economic relationship between Canada 
and the United States. 

Just recently, a treaty was signed elimi
nating tariff barriers in the automotive in
dustry. We would reco~end that the ap
plication of the quota . system of this bill 
not apply to . Canad,a. ' 

CONCLUSION 

Before I conclude; Mr. Chairman, I wish 
to indicate that ·we are aware that this com
mittee is currently deliberating upon ,a social 
security 'bill, the ·( need for which we who1e.1. 

. heartedly · ehdoftl~. ~s 1·a m~tter Jbf ·[fact: · we 
a.re i adyoca;tin1f additional · provisions for the 

1 
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benefit of workers, including one to protect 
those With long years of attachment to the 
work force, whose pensions may be decreased. 

SOU'TII DAKOTA BANKER COM
MENTS ON VIETNAM 

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, over 
the past 3 years I have received a large 
number of letters from my fellow South 
Dakotans expressing their views on our 
Vietnam involvement. Many of these let
ters are outstanding, both in content and 
style. 

Typical of some of the more thought
ful letters I have received is one dated 
June 7, 1967, written by Mr. Arthur Gras
lie, president of the First National Bank 
of White, S. Dak. I was impressed with 
the practical wisdom of Mr. Graslie's 
letter, and I ask unanimous consent that 
it be printed at this Point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

FIRST NATIONAL BANK, 

White, S. Dak., June 7, 1967. 
Hon. GEORGE McGOVERN, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR McGOVERN: I have just read 
your speech of April 25, 1967 delivered on the 
Senate floor with a great amount of interest . 
It ls gratifying to learn that we have one 
public official in Washington who ls deeply 
concerned about the Viet Nam problem. I 
am sure there are others equally concerned 
but somehow we get t~e feeling out here 
the whole mess is a hit and miss proposi
tion. I do not feel personally that our gov
ernment has done all it possibly can to bring 
about an end to the strife. It is my feeling 
that if the United States would see its great
ness shine through, it would try to work out 
an arrangement whereby the entire nation 
of Viet Nam could again be reunited with a 
government elected by the choice of the peo
ple. We cannot anywhere in the world try 
to maintain an unpopular government in 
power any more than we would tolerate such 
a government here at home. It appears to 
me that with the number of men in the 
military in South Viet Nam, we should not 
·need any armed forces there at all it they 
had a good national spirit and will to work 
with their own government. I believe that if 
we could bring the North and South to
gether into a coalition government, they 
could eventually work out .their own prob
lems with economic aid from us. By helping 
reunite the country and getting them back 
on their .feet, we may find a very strong ally 
against China in the ·future. We cannot be
little the aims of the North Vietnamese in 
doing this however. 

It ls extremely difficult to back out of a po
sition like we are in at the present time, but 
I can't help but feel that there are outlets for 
both sides enough to save face. The oosts of 
the war are staggering when compared with 
the number of people involved. How much 
better to use all this money in a constructive 
program for Asia. I believe that much could 
be aceompllshed through talks of any type, 
no matter how minor the officials involved. 
We've simply got to get-talks started because 
no reooncmation can -be< achieved Without 
conversation. 

Very truly yours, 
r • - • ARTHUR. GRASLIE, 

· · ,. President. 

) - ' 
"P0LlTICAL' S~IPP~RINESS" IN THE 

J. ~OC-IAL SEP'Qij,ITY BIDL? , 
·· ·Mr.' 'Hi\:R1KE:i 'M'r. Presicl'ent; tomor~ ·row Will be 'the.'finai aay' of consideration 
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by the Committee on Finance of the form 
in which the social security bill will be 
presented to the Senate for action. 

One tentative decision previously an
nounced has created a storm. I, and I 
presume other members of the commit
tee, have been deluged with telegrams as 
well as letters protesting a tax base and 
rate considerably higher than is needed 
to finance the benefits we propose. There 
has been editorial protest as well, includ
ing that of the Louisville Times in its 
edition of last Saturday, November 4, 
under the heading "A Bad Tactic With 
Social Security." 

I am in agreement with the views ex
pressed there, and I hope this body will 
not act to adopt what the editorial calls 
"a subterfuge, a trick" under which so
cial security taxes would be used as a 
back-door means of enacting a substi
tute for a surtax which could not at this 
time secure adoption. In the words of the 
editorial, social security taxes should not 
be used "as a means-and a dubious 
means at that-of combating inflation." 

Mr. President, I ask that the edi
torial be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

A BAD TACTIC WITH SOCIAL SECURITY 

The Senate Finance Committee has ap
proved a plan which would increase Social 
Security benefits-along with Social Security 
taxes. 

A Washington news story says that 1! this 
$6.1 b1llion tax increase (to pay for bene
fits of $4.7 billion) should be adopted by 
the full Congress, it "might remove the need 
!or President Johnson's proposed 10 per cent 
income tax surcharge and provide a signifi
cant brake against inflation .... The com
mittee's action was viewed by some as an 
ingenious end-around play that would offer 
legislators a more politically palatable way 
of voting a tax increase than does the 
president's income tax surcharge." 

I! by any chance this kind of political 
slipperiness is involved in the Social Security 
proposal, it seems to us unfortunate. It is 
a subterfuge, a trick-assuming that the 
sharp tax increase is motivated by a desire 
to substitute it as a sugar-coated pill in 
place of the income tax surcharge. 

We think it is questionable economics 
and poor politics to try to use the Social 
Security system for political ends. Virtually 
everyone in the United States contributes 
to Social Security. Nearly everyone benefits 
or hopes to benefit from it. We cannot be
lieve that all these millions of people would 
accept placidly the thought that the amount 
of money they pay in Social Security taxes ' 
was infl.enced by anything except the need 
for Social Security benefits. We certainly do 
not believe that they would accept the 
thought that their Social Security taxes 
were rising sharply as a means-and a dubi
ous means at that-of combatting inflation. 

If these steeply higher taxes are needed 
to sustain and improve Social Security, that 
is o'ne thing-and the question should be 
argued on its merits. But if the idea is to ' 
impose these h!gher taxes primarily in the 
hope that they will make it possible to avoid 
enacting the income tax surcharge, that is ' 
quite another question, one that ha13 nothing 
to do with Social Security. 

The road between Senate Finance Com
mittee approval of a measure and it's en>act
me~t by Congress is ~ long one. W~ hor>e 
that somewhere along that road the two 
questions about an increase, in Social" .Se
curity, ta~~s }V~ll ,be' ~epa,rated. , ' ' 

) 
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INTERGOVERNMENTAL PERSONNEL 
ACT OF 1967 

The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill <S. 699) to strengthen inter
governµiental cooperation and the ad
ministration of grant-in-aid programs, 
to extend State and local merit systems 
to additional programs :financed by Fed
eral funds, to provide grants for im
provement of State and local personnel 
administration, to authorize Federal 
assistance in training State and local 
employees, to provide grants to State and 
local governments for training of their 
employees, to authorize interstate com
pacts for personnel and training activi
ties, to facilitate the interchange of Fed
eral, State, and local personnel, and for 
other purPoses. 

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, S. 699, 
the Intergovernmental Personnel Act of 
1967, is one of the most imPortant bills 
to come to the Senate floor in many 
years. It is designed to improve the bal
ance of our Federal system and to help 
State and local governments to operate 
with maximum efficiency and inde
pendence. It will help them to do so 
within the framework of a national pur
pose to enable individual citizens to 
realize their potential in a free society. 

The bill blends ideas from nearly 
every corner and segment of our country. 
In my years of experience in intergovern
mental affairs, I have not felt a greater 
sense of urgency and support than I have 
for this legislation. It has come from 
Governors, State legislators, State and 
local administrators, and academicians, 
as well as Jrom the public at large. 

What makes the legislation so impor
tant, so acceptable to the officials of our 
State and local jurisdictions? 

First, S. 699 provides grants to State 
and local governments for the planning 
and development of improved personnel 
systems. This could include everything 
from career incentives and improved re
cruitment policies to personnel research. 

Second, it provides additional grants 
to State and local governments for train
ing and Government service fellowships. 
This would inClude authorization for the 
use of Federal training programs and 
technical assistance, where requested, in 
addition to the establishment of State 
and local personnel training programs. 

Third, it provides for the exchange of 
personnel between the Federal Govern
ment and State and local jurisdictions 
to provide a mobility of knowledge and 
experience for qualified administrators 
up and down the line. 

Mr. President, there are other progres
sive features to the bill. It would provide 
for a special advisory council to study 
and report within 18 months on the 
methods by which the quality of' public 
service at all le¥els oan be improved. It 
gives particular· emphasis to the feasi- ' 
bility of applyiµg merit system standards 
and incentives to applicable programs 
and levels of administration. The coun
cil would be composed of representatives 
of Federal, State, and local governments 
as well as persons selected from educa
tional and training institutions, piiblic 
employee orgai:;i.izations\ an,.d ~he general . 
PtiPllc. ~ignificantly, at least half of tQ~ 
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council's members would be officials of 
State and local governments. 

The Civil Service Commission would 
be the chief coordinating and adminis
tering agency under this bill. It would 
take over responsibility for a number of 
Federal programs which already require 
merit personnel administration, join 
with State and local governments in co
operative recruitment and examining 
programs, provide technical assistance, 
and coordinate the activities of other 
Federal agencies in the fields of training 
and technical assistance. 

Like every Federal grant-in-aid bill, S. 
699 contains some Federal requirements 
which are really prospective, rather than 
conditional in the usual sense. The Civil 
Service Commission has a mandate of 
flexibility in determining the funding. In 
order to be funded, the projects applied 
for must be consistent with certain merit 
principles set forth in the bill's declara
tion of policy. 

Mr. President, the funding for this leg
islation is modest. Because the program 
is in its beginning stage, we have tried to 
be conservative in the money authoriza
tions, even though our constituents in 
the State and local jurisdictions would 
like us to be more liberal. The legislation 
authorizes $20 million for the first year, 
$30 million for the second year, and $40 
million for the third year. The matching 
requirement on the personnel and the 
training sections is 75 to 25 percent. We 
have included an amendment that would 
guarantee a minimum to each State re
gardless of size, population, or number of 
employees affected. We have protected 
the interests of the smaller States by re
stricting the maximum allocation to any 
one State to 12¥2 percent of the total 
appropriation. 

Mr. President, I think for the benefit of 
my colleagues that I should say that we 
have had an interesting and construc
tive dialog with our friends on the 
other side of the aisle on this bill. The 
junior Senator from Tennessee [Mr. 
BAKER] offered 16 amendments, most of . 
which the Subcommittee on Intergovern
mental Relations accepted in reporting 
the bill to the full Committee on Gov
ernment Operations. Senator BAKER'S 
amendments were practical, helpful, and 
reasonable in the spirit of making the bill 
more effective in its application to State 
and local administration. 

Under the bill, as reported, the .Gover
nors plaY. a key role in the development 
and administration of the program. 

They name the agencies to administer 
the projects at the State level, and they 
.or their agencies review and make recom .. 
mendations on all applications submitted 
for the projects in their States . . The bill 
relies primarily :on. State governmepts to 
develop projects, including ·:Projects for 
loc~ governments:, ·If, · howe:ver~ a State 
government ' does not choose :to provide 
projects for local · governments, a local 
government can get a gr,ant directly after 
submitting its application to the State 
fe:c review and comment. 

The senior senator frorn. South Dakota 
[Mr. MUNl'.>T-]< offered' an ·amendment in '. 
committee which would give• the Go'Ver..- · 
nors .final authority 0ve11 the distribution•· 
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and use of the Federal project grant 
funds. His amendment was rejected by 
the committee. I understand he intends 
to make the same proposal today. I hope 
the Senate will support the committee's 
position and reject his amendment today. 

Under the Mundt amendment funds 
appropriated for project grants would be 
allocated among the States on a per 
capita basis. Authority to determine 
whether or not any project conforms to 
the criteria for approval set forth in the 
bill would be transferred from the Civil 
Service Commission to the Governor of 
each State. If a Governor did not choose 
to use tlle project grant funds allocated 
to his State, they could not be trans
ferred for use in another State. The Gov
ernor could prevent any local govern
ment from participating in the program 
simply by withholding his certification 
from a proposed project. 

As a former Governor I am opposed to 
the Mundt amendment as unsound in 
principle and contrary to the intent of 
the project grant section. 

For my part, I want to say that this 
legislation as reported by the Govern
ment Operations Committee represents 
the thinking and full support of many 
Governors, local officials and organiza
tions, and professional and public 
groups, including the National Gover
nors' Conference, the Council of State 
Governments, the U.S. Conference of 
Mayors, the National League of Cities, 
and the National Association of Coun
ties. It has been endorsed by some of the 
most respected academicians in the field 
of public administration. 

The legislation has been the subject 
of extensive hearings. In August of 1966 
we held hearings on the bill-then 
known as S. 3408. We heard testimony 
from 15 witnesses, and we received over 
a hundred supporting statements from 
a cross section of public administrators. 
In April 1967, we held 3 days of hearings 
on both S. 699, and on S. 1485, the Inter
governmental Manpower Act, which was 
sent to the Congress by the Administra
tion as part of President Johnson's legis
lation related to his message to Congress 
on the quality of American government. 

Again, we heard from 20 witnesses, 
.and received hundreds of statements and 
testimonials from officials in the inter
governmental personnel and administra
tive fields. 

OUr purpose was to blend the best 
features of these two bills. However, both 
pieces of legislation contained a rather 
strong provision which would have au
thorized the President to require, insofar 
as he deemed practical, that personnel 
eng,aged in programs involving Federal 
grants must be employed under a state 
or · local merit system. Except for the 
question of protecting employee's rights, 
this provision aroused the only major 
opposition to the legislation both in the 
hearings and in the committee. The con
sensus was that this requirement was too 
rigorous for the moment; that we should 
be reaching for this goal through en
couragement rather than legislative 
mandate; and that the problem of what 
is, or what ls not, a good or necessary 
merit system is still a thorny one. Thus, 
we eliminated this merit system feature, 
but set forth in the declaration of policy 

in the bill a series of merit principles 
to which each applicant must subscribe 
in order to obtain assistance in man
power development and training. We 
then authorized .an advisory council to 
study the problems of merit systems and 
personnel administration and report 
back to the Congress its findings on more 
meaningful ways of encouraging merit 
principle applications to personnel ad
ministering Federal programs at State 
and local levels. 

The committee also dealt with the 
question of preserving the rights of eJn
ployees, by specifically including a clause 
stating that nothing shall prevent the 
participation of employees or employee 
organizations in the formulation of pol
icies and procedures affecting the condi
tions of their employment. This is sub
ject to the laws and ordinances of State 
and local governments concerned. 

Mr. President, the last major questions 
before us are the amendments of the 
senior Senato:i; from South Dakota, which 
I understand will be the major issue for 
discussion today. 

Mr. President, I believe that S. 699, as 
reported by the Government Operations 
Committee, is a very essential piece of 
legislation. I believe it will benefit the 
enti~e country by strengthening the 
States and by improving the quality of 
local administration. I urge my col
leagues to vote for its passage. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorwµ.. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
Will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, I ask · 
unanimous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MUNDT. I send amendments to 
the desk, and ask that they be read for 
the information of the Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendments will be stated. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to read the amendments. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that further reading 
of the amendments be dispensed with . 
The remainder of the amendments is a 
matter of technical markings. I further 
ask unanimous consent that the various 
sections of the amendments be considered 
en bloc as one amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the amendments will be con
sidered en bloc; and, without objection, 
the amendments will be printed in the 
RECORD. 

The amendments, ordered to be printed 
in the RECORD, are as follows: 

On page 35, strike out lines 19 through 24 
·and · insert in lieu thereof the following: 
"projects upon the certification of the Gov-
ernor that those programs or projects are 
consistent with the applicable principles set 
forth 1n clauses (1)-(6) of the third para
graph of section 2 of this Act, to strengthen 
State and local government personnel admin
istration and to furnish needed personnel 
administration services to local governments 
in that .State. Eighty per centum Of the 
grants authorized by this section shall be 
apportioned on the basis of the distribution 
formula set out 1n section 506, and funds 
shall not be transferable among the States. 

The remaining 20 per centum shall be dis
tributed by the Commission to applicants 
that the Commission finds meet the pur
poses of this Act and which' it finds are con
sistent with the principles set forth in 
clauses (1)-(6) of the third paragraph of 
section 2. The authority provided by this 
section". 

On page 38, line 25, beginning with 
"which", strike out through "finds" in line 
1 on page 39, and insert in lieu thereof "upon 
the certification of the Governor that those 
programs or projects". 

On page 73, beginning with line 9, strike 
out through line 7 on page 74, and insert in 
lieu thereof the following: 

"SEC. 506. The Commission shall allocate 
funds for grants among the States, and be
tween State and local governments, on a 
weighted formula taking into consideration 
such factors as the size of the population 
and the number of employees affected.". 

On page 75, strike out "(a)" in line 17, 
and beginning with line 22, strike out 
through line 2 on page 76. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, the views 
I am about to discuss have been c·on
veyed to the Members of the Senate via 
a pair of mimeographed sheets which 
have been placed on the desks of indi
vidual Senators. It bears the heading, 
"Individual Views on S. 699." It is 
signed, in addition to me, by Senators 
CURTIS, HANSEN, BAKER, and ERVIN. 

I am advised that the minority views 
are also printed in the record of the com
mittee. 

I ask unanimous consent that these 
individuals views may be printed at this 
paint in the RECORD. ' 

There being no objection, the minority 
views were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

INDIVIDUAL VIEWS ON S. 699 
There is no divergence of view that ,the 

purposes of this bill for improvement of per
sonnel administration in State and local gov
ernment meet an important need of these 
governments. Serious burdens of adminis
tration are being placed on State and local 
governments with expanding populations 
placing greater demands for more govern
mental services provided more efficiently and 
effectively. 

This measure would authorize Federal 
agencies to include State and local govern
ment officials and employees in existing Fed
eral training programs and to provide spe
cial training for these governmental person
nel having responsibilities in the grant 
programs concerned. 

The Civil Service Commission would be 
authorized to make grants . to States and 
local governments for carrying out training 
programs of its employees and to provide fel
lowships for special university and college 
graduate training. The Commission would be 
authorized to cooperate with State and local 
governments in recruitment and examining 
activitiet3. This bill provides for the initiation 
and expansion of temporary assignments of 
personnel between Federal, State, and local 
governments. 

These are but a few of the provisions of 
this legislation which have highly laudatory 
purposes for strengthening personnel ad
ministration. My opposition lies in the man
ner in which funds authorized for a grant 
program are made available to State and 
local governments. Section 202 authorizes 
the Civil Service Commission to make 
grants to States for up to 75 percent of the 
cost of developing and carrying out programs 
and projects which the Commission finds 
are consistent with merit principles set out 
in Section 2. We support an amendment 
which would make available 80 percent of 
the annual appropriation to the States on 
the basis of population, upon the certiftca-
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tion by the governor that the proposed pro
gram or project is consistent with the merit 
principles of Section 2. 

Such an amendment would insure the de
sired assistance for State and local person
nel programs while protecting the initiative 
and freedom of those governments to deter
mine for themselves the personnel programs 
best suited for the existing circumstances 
and conditions of their respective govern
ments. 

There has been a growing objection to
ward those provisions of grant programs for 
State and local governments which result in 
the accelerated centralization of authority in 
the Federal government and a growing de
pendence by State and local governments on 
that aid with its regulatory strings attached. 
In 1948 this type of Federal aid amounted to 
$1.6 billion and will probably amount to 
$17.4 billion in the current fiscal year. Today 
there are 379 programs with 197 having been 
enacted in the 1964-1966 period. Too fre
quently, the Federal government regulates 
the conditions under which these funds are 
spent. 

The result has been an increasing con
cern that the rapidly growing number of 
grant programs has weakened the position 
of States and localities and has unbalanced 
the partnership of our Federal system and 
raised questions as to the future of the sys
tem. The partnership between the national 
and the other governments must be main
tained by assuring that each may execute its 
rightful role in providing necessary services 
to its citizens. 

I propose to offer amendments which would 
strengthen rather than weaken the Federal 
system by insuring the reservation of non
transferable funds for each State to improve 
its personnel administration when the gov
ernor certifies that a proposed plan meets 
principles of merit as outlined in this bill. 
It would place upon the individual governor 
the public responsiblllty and authority to 
certify the types of reforms and improve
ments they deem best suited to their respec
tive areas. My amendments will move this 
legislation away from the direction of co
ercive efforts by Federal authorities to 
standardize and make uniform the various 
operating procedures and administration of 
personnel programs and will encourage local 
initiative and the development of new 
and original programs for improving and 
strengthening public service without the 
stultifying inhibitions of centralized bureau
cratic control or the repressive directions of 
the Federal government. 

KARLE. MUNDT. 
0ARL T. CuRTIS. 
CLIFFORD P. HANSEN. 
HOWARD H. BAKER. 
SAM J . ERVIN. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, I share 
with the distinguished Senator from 
Maine CMr. MusKIEl and most of the 
other members of our committee-al
though the bill was not reported unani
mously by the committee-the desire to 
do something under Federal encourage
ment and incentives and leadership to 
strengthen the sinews of State and local 
government, because I happen to be
lieve that we should increasingly work 
in the direction of sharing the overall tax 
take of this country with the State and 
local governments and move in the direc
tion of having them accept respon
sibility, which they do not now accept, 
for meeting some of the multitudinous 
problems that confront this country at 
every level. To do that the strengthen
ing of State and local governments and 
the improvements of their emciency is of 
course important. 

In that reg.ard most of us stand to-

gether in terms of supporting S. 699, pro
vided it can be held to that mission. 

The problems that concern me are 
the problems that I know concern a good 
many Senators because the issue here-
primarily in the areas in . which I find 
myself in disagreement with the Senator 
from Maine CMr. MusKIEl-relates to the 
question of how much power we want to 
repose in the Federal structure, in the 
Federal Government, to influence and 
direct decisions which are made within a 
State, and especially decisions such as 
these which affect only-I repeat, which 
affect only-the governmental structures 
within the State. 

How far should the outstretched hand 
of authority from the Federal Govern
ment be permitted to go with taxpayers' 
money to tell people within a State: 
"This is the way we want it done"? Or, 
do we want to retain, as I want to re
tain, within the State some recognition 
of the rights of State and individuals 
and communities to follow the incli
nations of their own noses and determine 
what kind of activities in the direction of 
strengthening the sinews of local govern
ment are the ones they feel are appli
cable and acceptable in the local areas? 

In a nutshell that is the nubbin of 
our disagreement. How do we meet that 
question? Or, do we really want, as this 
bill propases, to give to the Federal Gov
ernment, its Civil Service Commission, 
the right to take money collected from 
the taxpayers generally and to use it in 
an effort to drive or push or shove them 
into things which they otherwise might 
not be willing to do? 

I do not want to do that. So, while I 
want to vote for the pending legislation, 
I cannot vote for it if once again we pack 
into the Federal power structure the 
muscle and the might and the money 
with which to shove around local gov
ernors and local government. 

I think we have gone too far already 
in the direction of pushing and persuad
ing and punishing and penalizing gov
ernors and local governments which fail 
to comply with some concept created here 
in Washington. 

We have seen what is being done now 
under terms of the Highway Beautifi
cation Act which should have been a 
good bill and could have been made a 
good bill except for an amendment which 
was added on the floor of the Senate to 
give for the first time an American his
tory to an appointed. Federal omcial, the 
Secretary of Commerce, the right, if you 
please, to veto an act of the legislature 
in any one or all of our 50 sovereign 
States. 

We propose here to give another veto 
once again to a functionary in the Fed
eral structure. 

My amendments are proposed simply 
t.o set in motion some aspects of the bill 
which will protect this dignity, this im
portance, this rightful function of the 
governments of our States. 

I believe in the 10th amendment to 
the Constitution. It is not as well publi
cized as is the fifth amendment. It is 
not alluded to as often. However, I be
lieve in many ways that it is the key
stone of our whole Bill of Rights because 
it said then-and it should mean now
that we who operate at the Federal. level 

should exercise only those controls and 
powers over the States and over the peo
ple as the States and the people specifi
cally delegate to us. 

We are now asked not to accept some 
exercise of power which has been dele
gated to us by the State, but to impose 
upon the States restrictions and re
straints and powers of decision which 
are made here in Washington. If we did 
that, and only that, it would still be bad 
as far as I am concerned, and the meas
ure would lose my support. However, we 
go further. We take the taxpayers' 
money, and we say: "We will match to 
the extent of 75 percent those funds 
which you contribute to the extent of 25 
percent, and you would not get the money 
unless you submit plans and proposals 
and suggestions acceptable to Mr. Big, 
the Federal Government in Washington. 
And you not only will not get the money, 
but you will have to pay your share of 
the taxes to the extent of paying to the 
other States who do knuckle under 75 
percent of the total cost of the opera
tion." 

I submit that we have gone altogether 
too far down that sorry road in this 
country now, and we are chipping away 
at the sovereignty of the States, at the 
dignity of the States, at the jurisdictions 
of the Governors, at the jurisdiction of 
the local structures of government. And 
now we propose to lure them to knuckle 
under once again by telling them: "The 
only way you can get back your money 
is to take our advice." 

There are Senators who think that we 
should have a unitary system of govern
ment instead of a republic, a democratic 
republic of 50 States, but as a believer in 
the 10th amendment, I have cast my last 
knowledgable vote in the direction of 
further stripping the great defenses of 
freedom, as I see them, which are in
corporated in the 10th amendment. That 
is the issue. 

Now, how do I propose to move in the 
direction that the Senator from Maine 
wants to move, without at the same time 
violating what I consider to be a very , 
signi:flcant and uniquely American con
cept of divided authority and State re
sponsibilities in this country? I propose 
t.o correct it in two ways. 

The first part of my amendment is a 
simple change. It says that when we :fi
nally have negotiated around and worked 
out plans and programs and devices in 
order to upgrade the caliber and 
strengthen the sinews of local govern
ment, and it is decided whether or not 
the 75-percent Federal contribution is 
to be made, instead of the Civil Service 
Commission in Washington telling the 
State "Yes" or "No," it shall be certified 
in a public statement by the Governor, 
who will say: "In my opinion, we have 
conformed with the high principles and 
noble purposes of this act, and we want 
to apply for our portion of the funds." 

It is not very complicated. It is very 
simple. Senators, in their good con
science, should be able to decide in whom 
they wish to repose confidence and 
whether or not they feel that the Gov
ernors should have at least that amount 
of authority within their own States, to 
determine what is being done, if you 
please, with their own structure of gov-



31568 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - SENATE November 7, 1967 

emment and the structures of govern
ment in the local levels within the 
State-just within the State. 

I do not know how you could go fur
ther in vitiating the 10th amendment 
and the rights of the States than to give 
some Federal authority the right to tell 
them what they have to do at their own 
local levels of government in order to 
populate their offices and regulate their 
services and train their officials and pro
mote them in conformity with some Fed
eral doctrine. 

The second change I propose, Mr. 
President, deals with the same problem 
in the bill as presently written, except 
for two interesting but rather ineff ec
tive late additions which were made to 
the bill just before it was voted out of 
our committee. The bill gives the con
trol of the distribution of the funds to 
the caprice or the good judgment or the 
evil purposes of the Federal officials ad
ministering the act. 

I propose to put in a distribution for
mula. Senator MUSKIE, in anticipation 
that I might offer this amendment, has 
described that part of it correctly and 
points out that it is a 'population ratio 
of distribution. My amendment also says 
that those funds shall not be transfer
able, that each state is allocated its 
fair share. It can participate in the pro
gram after the certification of the Gov
ernor, or it cannot participate; but by 
not participating, it does not have to pay 
extra taxes for its neighbor or for some 
other State that reaches out for that 
75-percent contribution. What each 
States does not use reverts to the Fed
eral Treasury. 

Senator MUSKIE and I have argued this 
aJt greait length over many weeks .in the 
subcommittee and in the committee. 
There is not much reason for us to argue 
it at great length in the Senate Cham
ber, when we have presently only a few 
more people to talk to than we had when 
we argued it in our own committee. 
Others may of course come to the Cham
ber later. We will now address our vari
ous advocacies, then, to the distinguished 
Senator from Florida, who sits here as 
a sort of impartial referee. He has not 
heard the debate before. He is listening 
carefully. Others have also been in on it. 
. In an effort to be conciliatory, I yielded 

a bit, because I was a supplicant for 
votes. After you have been around this 
town a while, you find out that when you 
are a supplicant for votes, you sometimes 
have to back d0wn a · uttle from your 
basic premise and the full impact of the 
principles to which you are dedicated:' 

I said, "All right, we won't insist on the 
distribution formula including all the 
money. We won't apply that to the total 
amount appropriated"-and it starts out 
with a pretty generous appropriatio:n of 
$20 million and-inultiples·itself in1typical 
Federal form· by a geometric progreS.Sion 
year after yeav. ' 

I said, "We would not take the entire 
amount of money and freeze it and say 
that every State is entitled to its exact 
per capita quota. We will say that 80 per
cent of the total amount appropriated 
shall be so included, on a nontransf ~r
able basis. ·Eighty percent of' the total 
divided among the ·States, under popula ... 
ticm needs1 ov any other ·specific and-

equitable criterion; it is not transferable. 
But under my amendment States declin
ing the proposal do not have to pay taxes 
to the other people who decide to take it. 

The other 20 percent the Civil Service 
Commission can use in order to brow
beat Governors over the head and local 
communities over the head or to exercise 
a more appropriate influence. They can 
hold that great, big 20-percent carrot out 
in front of the State horse and the State 
house to try to pull it in its direction. 
They can take that 20 percent of the 
total and use it in order to persuade and 
to argue with local officials and the State 
Governor and say, "You ought to do it 
our way. Do it our way and you get 100 
percent. If you don't do it our way, you 
get only 80 .. percent of the quota." 

You have to buy that much authori
tarianismJ I suppose, to get the votes. I 
should like to see it 100 percent, but I 
backed down to 20 percent. 

To meet this argument and to demon
strate the chairman believes my position 
and proposition has some validity, he 
reluctantly offered a couple of makeshift 
amendments· moving in that direction. 
The first was to say, "We will take a little, 
puny amount of the total and allocate 
that to the States equally, so each will 
get a small percentage or a small 
amount." I have forgotten at the moment 
whether he says 60,000 per State or 15 
percent per State; I believe it is 60,000. 
That much will be·allocated to the States 
straight out, without any type of per
formance guarantee. It is a type of sub
sidy or grant to the States, I suppose. So 
you move in that direction a little, to 
help them exercise the ingenuity and the 
initiative that I believe States and local 
governments should exercise in t_rying to 
improve their processes of public admin-
istration. . 

Then, at the other end of the spectrum, 
the chairman says that no State can 
have over 12 ~ percent of the money that 
belongs to all the people-just 12 Y2 per
cent. So no longer could it be argued 
that an overzealous administration, 
seeking to dominate the mores or the 
habits or the attitudes or the programs 
of a certain State, could offer the en
tire kaboodle to · one. He says that no 
more than 12¥2 percent may go to any 
one ·State. So that means eight States 
could receive it all. If you find eight 
States that you want to· get going under 
this act, you can give all the remaining 
funds to those eight, ·after takin~ off the 
reservation of the small percentage for 
every State. 

Mr. President,- those are the reasons 
why I oppose this bill as it is presently 
drawn, and why I urge my colleagues to 
make it a workable, cooperative partner
ship formula between the good purposes 
at the Federal level and the- good pur
poses at the local level; because l deny 
and disavow •the' concept that 'the popu .. 
larly elected Governors of the 50 sover
eign States of the United States· could 
not ,be trusted to . have the good judg
ment a:hd the sound ethics to surveyi 
carefully the certification they would be 
requested to sign. I 'do not believe they 
would stand before the public, .trying to 
grab trre money simply because it is avail_. 
able, and dishonesty ito 'Sign a certifica
tion ! that they are moving in the•direc-! 

tion of strengthening for forces of gov
ernment, providing local employees with 
more rewarding merit systems, more se
curity in jobs, and better protection 
against political malevolence. I believe 
you can trust the Governors that far. 

Mr. President, I do not want to see this 
large amount of money held out, with its 
sweet smell and seductive potentialities, 
to lure State Governors to do that which 
they know they should not do, and that 
is to further destroy the dignity and the 
authority of their office over the opera
tions of things which are strictly intra
state and intimately related to the tax
payers and the people, as are those pro
grams dealing with administration of 
their local functions. 

Mr. President, I would hope my amend
ment might be unanimously agreed to, 
but if opposition arises, as I am afraid 
it will, I shall later ask for a rollcall vote. 

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, if this 
bill did what the distinguished Senator 
from South Dakota has said it would do, 
I would vote for his amendment and .I 
would vote against the bill. 

By the most accurate count I have been 
able to get, up to this point we have 
grant-in-aid programs which will dis
burse about $17 billion to the States and 
local governments this year. Not one of 
them gives to the Governors the author
ity which the Senator from South Dakota 
would give to the Governors with his 
amendment in this program; not one of 
them. 

I shall describe the pending bill with 
respect to the rights of the States and the 
authority of the Governors, as I under.: 
stand it from writing the bill and from 
interpreting it. 

As approved by the subcommittee and 
the full committee, the bill gives a key 
role to the Governors and State agencies 
designated by them. Projects initiated 
under this bill would be administered at 
the State level by an office designated 
by the Governor. 

The applications initiated at the local 
level or at the State level, depending on 
which of the two levels of government 
is involved, or any application from local 
government, must first be submitted to 
the Governor or to a State agency de
signated by the Governor for review. The 
comments and recommendations of the 
Governor or his agency_ shall accompany 
the application when it is submitted to 
the Federal Government. The Advisory 
Council created by the bill, \Yhich would 
make recommendations to the President 
and the Congress "on matters of policy 
and·! standards, would be intergovern
mental in character with a majority. to 
be representative of State and local gov-
e:a;unent. · 
F~ally, , Mr. Presidez;it,, .... it is directed 

that the apt shaU be ~dm,inistered in such 
m.anner as .to ,encourage innovation and 
alfow .!or diverslty ' on the part of State' 
and local go~ernments in the design, exe
cution, and management of their own 
system of personnel admimstration. 
·' These ahd other provisions make it 

clear that the bill relies'primarily on the 
States to develop and carry out programs 
witfi "the Governors exercising a large 
responsib111ty not only for St'ate projeets 
but also those submitted by local govern.;· 
ment.·· '1 • ·· 
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What is the heart of the difference be

tween the bill as it is before us and the 
bill as the Senator from South Dakota 
would amend it? The Governors would 
have authority to initiate projects or ap
prove projects initiated by others at the 
local and State level, whether or not the 
Mundt amendment is agreed to. The dif
ference between the Senator from South 
Dakota and me is that he would, in ef
fect, give to the Governors the right to 
write the checks on the Federal Treas
ury because he would give to the Gov
ernors not only authority to certify the 
projects, which the Governor has under 
the committee bill, but also the author
ity to decide whether or not the disburse-· 
ments would be made by the Federal 
agency to that Governor so that the Gov
ernor would be not only the applicant 
but in effect the Federal executive who 
would approve his own application. That 
is what the Senator from South Dakota 
proposes. 

This principle is not embodied in any 
other Federal grant-in-aid program. 
There are well over 200 of them involv
ing some $17 billion of Federal money 
in this fiscal year according to the last 
count I had. 

The' Senator from South Dakota has 
asserted his great confidence in the Gov
ernors of the 50 States. At the same time 
he has indicated almost complete lack 
of confidence in the executive branch of 
the Federal Government which was cre
ated by the Constitution of the United 
States. The executive branch was created 
to administer the laws enacted by Con
gress. 

The Senator's amendment would give 
the admbistration of this law, or at 
least 80 percent of the funds provided 
by this law, to the Governors of the 50 
States. That is the principle which sep
arates the Senator from South Dakota 
and me. 

I can understand his motivation. His 
motiv:ation is if:lhe same one wlhicih is be
hind this bill: the desire to strengthen 
State and local governm~nt. 

Where did this bill come . from, Mr. 
President? It came from the Subcom
mittee on Intergovernmental Relation& 
following 3 years of study of ·the Federal 
system and especially of the problems of 
peal government. It came from the ideas 
that were advanced to us QY Governors, 
State personnel agencies, Federal officials 
dealing with State agencies, locf!.l 1 gov
ernments and associations of State and 
local officials, to which I referred earlier.., 
tne Conference of Governors, the League 
of Cities, the Conference of Mayors, and 
the National League of Cities. These are 
people who generated ideas~ wnich the 
subcommittee then incorporated in the 
Intergovernmental Personnel Act which 
I introduced last year as S. 3408. 

'when I introduced that bill I had no 
<{Oncept of the great tide of i:Q.terest in 
t:q.e legislation which would . emerge im
mediately across the countcy. However, 
tijat is exactly. what happ·ened and so we 
held hearings last year ' in order to fully 
expose the bill and tbe ideas it incorpo
rated. As a result of that vezy _gr~at in
terest which was generated ' two. things 
happened. "'First, I r~introduced .the ,bill 
this year, and, second, the administra
tion introduced its bill, ·the Intergovern-

( . ' .. ~ 

mental Manpower Act, based upon our 
hearings last year and based upon the 
great interest in the bill at the State and 
local levels. 

All of this year that interest has been 
manifested and expressed wherever I 
have gone anywhere in t.he country to 
talk to State and local groups, Gov
ernors, mayors, county officials, and to 
State and local leaders. In every section 
of the country great interest has been 
shown in this legislation. 

We undertook to move this legislation 
through committee with the help of the 
Senator from Tennessee [Mr. BAKER], 
who. rendered extremely valuable assist- · 
ance in perfecting the bill. In light of the 
testimony which we got in our hearings, 
we finally put together a bill which we 
thought was realistic, useful, and ·sound. 

When we had made all these changes-
and this took a matter of several 
months--the Senator from South Dakota 
[Mr. MUNDT] at that point offered his 
amendments. I think it is a matter of 
from 4 to 6 weeks since the Mundt 
amendments first saw the light of day. 
In that period, I have heard nothing but 
objections to the concept of the Mundt 
amendments from State and local offi
cials. 

s. 699 does not represent an attempt 
to create coercive Federal authority. Of 
course, the Federal Government retains 
the ultimate decision as to whether a 
Federal check should be made payable to 
a particular State. If that be coercive 
Federal authority-I have never heard 
that kind of authority described as coer
cive before-then we stand guilty. But 
the bill incorporates within its four cor
ners less Federal authority than almost 
any other Federal grant-in-aid program 
I can think of. 

What would be the reaction of the Sen
ate if we were to bring to the floor of the 
Senate legislation in e:fiect giving to 
every Governor the right to sign checks 
for highway money? Can we not trust 
the 50 Governors? Why should we leave 
the check writing and the check signing 
to Federal officials? Why not give it to 
the State Governors? We who are mem
bers of the Committee on Public Works 
and who have been Governors know 
that Federal authority over the highway 
program has grown in the last 10 years in 
part because of some abuses that have 
taken place in the administration of that 
program by some 'States. I dq not think 
Congress is ready to abandon all control 
by the Federal executive authority, which 
is the intent of the Federal legislation. 
But that is the principle which the 
Mundt amendments urge. 

The bill sets forth in its policy section, 
on pages 30 and 31, a list of merit prin
ciples. These merit principles ai:e a sub
stitute for the more rigorous and inflex
ible merit system cbncept which the orig-
inal bill, s. 690, incorporat~. ' ·, 

We mad~ the .chahge from that con
cept of the merit system to the ·approach 
to which I have referred, on pages 39 and 
31 of · the ·bur, in order to provide for 
fle~ib111ty . in order to give greater recog
nition to ·variations among the States 
and' amorg local governments, and. in 
btder to encourage 'deveiopment' of in, 
novation .and dlversity at the State an.a 
~oc~ leve~. so l~fiat ~~ w~, ~~v~. ~e;,e)s ~ 

list of t>rinciples with which no one in
terested in professional and qualified 
government could take is.Sue. 

For example, the first principle states: 
"recruiting, selecting, and advancing 
employees on the basis of their relative 
ability, knowledge, and skills, including 
open consideration of qualified appli
cants for initial appointment." 

Is that an unsound principle, Mr. 
President? 

The second principle states: "provid
ing equitable and adequate compensa
tion." 

Is that not a sensible provision, ·Mr. 
President? 

The third principle states: "training 
employees, as needed, to assure high
quality performance." 

The fourth principle states: "retain
ing employees on the basis of the ade
quacy of their performance, correcting 
inadequate performance, and separating 
employees whose inadequate perform
ance cannot be c.orrected." 

The fifth principle states: "assuring 
fair treatment of applicants and em
ployees in all aspects of personnel ad
ministration without regard to political 
affiliation, race, color, national origin, 
sex, or religious creed and with proper 
regard fur their privacy and constitu
tional rights as 'citizens; and" 

The sixth principle states: "assuring 
•that employees are protected against 
coersion for partisan political purposes 
and are prohibited from using their offi
cial authority ·for the purpose of in
terfering with or affecting the result of 
an election or a nomination for office." 

These .Principles, Mr. President, are 
guidelines which, if the legislation is 
adopted by Congress, would represent 
congressional intent with respect to the 
use of the funds authorized and, hope
fully, later appropriated as congressional 
intent. 

Now, shall the Civil Service Commis
sion, which would be the administerl.ng 
agency under the bill, have any authority 
with respect to deciding whether such 
congressional intent is being met or not? 

The Senator from South Dakota says 
it should not have any authority, that 
the Governors should have complete and 
final authority to decide whether that 
congressional intent so spelled out in the 
bill should be implemented in pursuing 
State and local projects financed by it. 
He has retreated from that principle by 
saying-- , 

Mr. MUNDT. That was a compromise, 
not a retreat. 

Mr. MUSKIE. Yes, it is not a retreat 
from principle~ If he had his way, he 
would want 100 percent of the money. 

Mr. MUNDT. Yes. ' 
Mr. MUSKIE . . To implement the con

gressional intent of, spending, with the 
ultimate authority of the governors to 
decide whether they should receive ··the 
Fed'.eral money: That is . a precedent 
which, Mr. President, I 1~do not .believe 
we are' ready_ ~P accept in Congress. 

The s~cond most. important thrust, I 
think, 01 the Mundt amendment ltas to 
do with the allocation of funds author-
ized among' the States. I - • ' 

Fran~y, this . bill \S a project bill ' ~t 
\'.fOUld no~ ay.tborize a program ,.SUCh ·as 
a ·highwS.y· program with ' continuin·g 

• j : f. • •• , I I "'. ) ,- I 



31570 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - SENATE November 7, 1967 

support over the years at levels guaran
teed to each State. It is a project bill. 
The purpose of the bill is to stimulate 
imaginative ideas in the States for im
proving their personnel systems or their 
management systems all across the coun
try. Wherever and whenever, within the 
limits provided in the bill, such a proJect 
emerges, it should be encouraged and 
given Federal support. 

The Federal Government would not 
tell a State what projects it should have. 
The projects must be initiated by the 
states. But it would be the purpose of 
the bill to encourage all worthwhile proj
ects. To insure that that stimulus is 
spread nationwide as much as possible, 
we do provide a minimum in the bill 
which must be allocated to every State. 
Every State would get the same amount. 
The first year's authority would be $60,-
000 per State, which is more than a State 
would receive under the Mundt amend
ment and less than most States would 
receive under an assured allocation. But 
every State would be eligible to apply for 
additional Federal funds, if they gener
ated the projects which merited Federal 
support. 

I think that makes sense. If this were 
a highway program, we would have a 
formula allocating the funds to every 
State. If it were an aid to education bill, 
we would do the same thing. But, this is 
a project bill, designed to stimulate the 
generation of such projects. 

I think that the Mundt amendment 
incorporates a principle we are not ready 
yet to buy. At some point, if we endorse 
the Federal tax-sharing concept as a 
substitute for categorical aids, we may 
do that; but I do not think we are ready 
to buy a tax-sharing concept. If we were 
to do so, and at such time as we do so, I 
am sure that we will write safeguards 
into it which will protect the Federal in
terest as well as the State interest. 

Here, under the Mundt amendment, 
the Federal interest would be protected 
not by the Civil service commission or 
anyone else, but would be interpreted by 
the Governors of the States who are also, 
at one and the same time, the proposed 
beneficiaries of the program. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, I can con
clude my section of debate on this issue 
rather briefly, but we are presently con
fronted with a dilemma in the Senate 
because I want a rollcall vote on this 
issue. It is a tremendously important is
sue. While less than 20 persons have 
heard this debate, thus far, I hope that 
most Senators have diligently read the 
committee report and the minority views 
and have devoted time to it. 

Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and 
nays on my amendment. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, will the 

Senator from South Dakota yield for a 
question? 

Mr. MUNDT. I am happy to yield to 
the Senator from Ohio. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. What amount of mon
ey ls involved under the 75 percent pro
gram and then under the 80 percent 
program? 

Mr. MUNDT. I believe it is $20 million 
the first year-the Senator from Maine 
will correct me, if I am wrong-$30 mil
lion for the second year, and $40 mil
lion for the third year. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Then the purpose of 
the proposal is for the Federal Govern
ment to provide moneys to State and lo
cal governments to develop better per
sonnel? 

Mr. MUNDT. That is right. The Fed
eral Government would provide 75 per
cent, and it would be matched to the ex
tent of 25 percent by the other instru
mentalities of government. 

Mr. LA USCHE. Is there any such pro
gram in effect now under which the Fed
eral Government is providing money for 
this purpose? 

Mr. MUNDT. Not that I know of; cer
tainly not as comprehensive a program. 
The closest I know of is what the FBI 
does, which is altogether more preferable, 
in my view, in which the FBI Academy 
opens its facilities to Cleveland or Sioux 
Falls, or other cities, in which the law 
enforcement omcers of those cities can 
get training. That is a different formula, 
however, and I like it better than the 
Muskie formula. 

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, if the 
Senator will yield, that is a part of the 
Muskie formula-the part in which the 
Federal agencies would open up their 
programs to the States and local govern
ments. The purpose is to expand it across 
the board. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. This w111 expand the 
program which exists, at a cost of $20 
million the first year, and $30 million the 
second year and then to $40 million? 

Mr. MUNDT. It will go much further. 
It is entirely possible, as the Senator 
from Maine [Mr. MUSKIE] has said, that 
incorporated into the mechanisms that 
the Federal Government contrives to 
help States strengthen their local gov
ernmental structures, they could have 
facsimiles of the FBI Academy set up, 
and they could do exactly what the Sena
tor has said. In addition to that, there 
are the allocations, because the bill pro
vides that the States and local instru
mentalities will set up programs of their 
own, and at their level, in order to get 
the 75-25 allocation. I would assume
and the Senator from Maine will correct 
me if I am wrong-that as far as the 
Washington-based training facilities are 
concerned, they would be :financed en
tirely by the Federal Government. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. The committee's bill 
states that the elevating of the efficiency 
of the personnel by these subdivisions
the State governments themselves and 
their subdivisions-shall be consistent 
with the merit principles set out in sec
tion 2. 

Mr. MUNDT. Yes. The Senator fro'm 
Maine [Mr. MusKIE] read those awhile 
ago. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. The proposal of the 
Senator from South Dakota is that, if 
the merit system as promoted by a State, 
in its own judgment, is deemed adequate, 
it shall be entitled to the aid whether or 
not it conforms to the Civil Service Com
mission principles as set forth -in section 
2 of the bill? 

Mr. MUNDT. Yes. Although the same 
principles are involved, under my pro
posal the Governors would certify the 
programs they sought to be evolved 
would comply with the principles. Under 
the other formula, it says, "The Civil 
Service Commission will not leave the 
decision up to the Governor to determine 

whether he has complied with the prin
ciple and thrust and objectives set out 
by the Federal authorities." 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Why are not the States 
by themselves able to develop programs 
that will improve the efficiency of their 
personnel? Why is it necessary for the 
Federal Government to feed in $40 mil
lion a year? 

Mr. MUNDT. I do not think it is nec
essary to have that matching program. I 
do desire to have some incentive pro
vided by the Government to quicken the 
pace. I agree entirely with the premise 
of what the Senator from Ohio has said. 
Why should the poorest relative finance 
the other relatives of our governmental 
structure? Our Federal Government is 
in terribly bad financial shape. This is a 
bad time to bring in a new spending pro
gram. But if it could be done, without 
using Federal money, to dominate and 
direct the program, but simply as a 
partnership program, I could go along 
with it. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. In my opinion, the 
Federal Government ought not to begin 
spending money at this time, when there 
is such dire pressure upon the purse 
strings of the Federal Government. I do 
not favor either Senator MUSKIE'S pro
posal or the proposal of the Senator from 
South Dakota. Let us stay out of it. 

Mr. MUNDT. May I say to my good 
friend, before he stays out of it, that my 
amendment is from the standpoint of the 
financial structure. I would hope he 
would support it because it is more eco
nomical. This is not a substitute bill. I 
am simply changing the way the money 
is provided and utilized and it is a move 
toward economy. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, inas
much as the Mundt amendment will be 
less costly and less offensive to the rights 
of local governments determining for 
themselves whaJt they 1should OT should 
not do, I shall support the Mundt amend
ment, but finally vote 01gainst rthe bill 
regardless of what happens to the Mundt 
amendment. 

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MUNDT. I yield. 
Mr. COTTON. I have been reading the 

committee report and the bill. Would it 
be very far from the fact t.0 characterize 
this bill as a program to teach State and 
county and municipal omcials how to 
spend Federal money? 

Mr. MUNDT. According to the gospel 
as written in the first chapter of Uncle 
Sam's bible, .I suppose that would be 
right. 

Mr. COTTON. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, will the 

Senator yield a moment? 
Mr. MUNDT. I yield. 
Mr. MUSKIE. Since the question put 

by the Senator from New Hampshire 
also goes to the intent of those who 
sponsored and wrote this bill, may I, for 
myself, say this is not the intent. The 
intent is to help the States and local 
governments to achieve a higher level 
of competence to do their own job. 

Let me read something that was said 
by the Municipal Manpower Commission 
in 1962: 

The quality of APT (administrative, pro
fessional, technical) personnel in local gov-
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ernments today, by and large, is inadequate 
to cope with present and especially emerg
ing metropolitan problems • • • The local 
governments have not attracted at the entry 
level, a fair share of the ablest young people 
equipped with intelllgence and training to 
rise to APT positions. 

Here is another comment from the 
Municipal Manpower Commission: 

In a significant number of instances, local 
governments are living on the "fat" of the 
manpower they were able to recruit during 
the depression thirties • • • The retirement 
of a large proport~on of all department and 
division heads in the next decade must be 
expected. 

May I put this statistic before the dis
tinguished Senator from New H:amp
shire? The total local and State person
nel in 1946 was 2.3 million. By 1965 that 
figure had risen to about 8 million. This 
rise in the number of State and local 
personnel has created staggering prob
lems-manpower recruitment, training, 
and competence. 

I cannot speak for the other 49 States 
as well as I can for my own in this re
spect, first as a Governor and now as a 
citizen, as I have watched State legisla
tures struggle with the manpower prob
lem. I know the Senator from New 
Hampshire and the Senator from South 
Dakota are concerned .with the integrity 
of government at the State and local 
levels in this country, and I am con
cerned. Everyone who is knowledgeable 
in this field, who has studied the prob
lem, will tell the Senators, as they have 
told our subcommittee over a period of 
4 years, that one of the critical prob
lems, the solution of which will be vital 
to the integrity of government at the 
State and local levels, is the manpower 
problem. 

The devices used in this bill are devices 
which were recommended not initially by 
the Senator from Maine, who is no ex
pert in this field; not by any member of 
the subcommittee-and I do not know of 
any one of them who is an expert in this 
field-but by practicing and academic 
experts from coast to coast who have ad
dressed themselves to the question of 
manpower in local governments. 

I consider this bill vital. It will not 
completely solve the problem, by any 
means, but it offers two methods of 
help which I think can be invaluable. 

I realize this is not the time nor the 
year to offer new grant-in-aid programs. 
As .a matter of fact, coming from Maline, 
I even have some reservations myself 
about this sort of thing. But the matter 
has generated much interest. It is not 
one of the spectacular issues; we have 
not seen it in the headlines; it has not 
been controversial in the sense that it 
has emerged in the political columns. 
But one who has traveled throughout 
the country, as I have by virtue of my 
chairmanship of the Subcommittee on 
Intergovernmental Relations, and talked 
to the people concerned, knows how 
deeply they are worried about these 
problems. 

It will not have a major impact on 
my career, whether Congress enacts this 
bill into law. There are other things with 
which I am associated which have 
greater public visibility, and for which it 
is easier to obtain Senate support, in
cluding the $6 billion water pollution 

program, or the several-hundred-mil
lion-dollar air pollution programs. But 
the point is that those programs, which 
are based upon responsibility being 
placed first at the State and local levels, 
will not work unless they have the man
power to do the job. 

I remember, in the case of the water 
pollution bill last year, the distinguished 
Senator from Kentucky [Mr. CooPER] 
rising to make the point: How are we 
going to administer this water pollution 
program without trained people? On 
program after program which has come 
to this floor, I have heard that same 
point made: How are the States to ad
minister the program without the 
people? 

Seventy percent of the money that is 
disbursed by the Federal Government in 
domestic social programs is disbursed 
through State and local governments, 
under guidelines provided by Congress. 
It has to be disbursed by people. As I 
said a few moments ago, the number of 
employees involved, at those two levels 
of government, has risen from 2.3 mil
lion in 1946 to 8 million today, and it will 
rise to 12.5 million by 1970 or 1972. Those 
people must come from somewhere; and 
those governments must compete with 
the private sector for the available peo
ple. So many of the people that the State 
governments get are not experienced, 
because the State salaries are not suffi
cient to compete with private industry 
and the Federal Government. I remem
ber, when I was Governor, we had to take 
a lot of people on who were not trained 
at all. And we did not have adequate 
training programs to train them. It is a 
terrible problem. I came to appreciate it 
as Governor. 

I do not think Maine is so much dif
ferent from other States. In fact, every
one I talked to, from coast to coast to
day, tells me it is a terrible problem. 
That is why I am here with this bill, 
when, frankly, it would be easier to con
cern myself with something else. 

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MUSKIE. I yield. 
Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, will a 

portion of the funds expended under this 
bill be used to augment salaries of State 
employees? 

Mr. MUSKIE. No; this is a training 
program. 

Mr. COTTON. So this bill would not 
in any way alleviate the difficulty the 
States experience in obtaining adequate 
people because of the scale of their sal
aries? 

Mr. MUSKIE. No. To the extent that 
salary is part of. the problem, this bill 
does not touch it. 

Mr. COTTON. I say to my distin
guished friend from Maine that if my 
remark, or the question that I asked the 
Senator from South Dakota, sounded 
ironical or sarcastic, to him, I did not 
mean it in that way. 

Mr. MUSKIE. I would not so interpret 
anything the Senator from New Hamp
shire said, except in the prtvacy of the 
cloakroom. 

Mr. COTTON. I do say, however, that 
the Senator from Maine speaks very 
persuasively in behalf of this measure. 
He is dedicated in these matters, and I 
have great respect for his judgment. 

I think the Senator from Maine, how
ever, by a strange contradiction, is a liv
ing, walking answer to his own argu
ment. He has served as Governor of 
Maine. I know something of his record 
as Governor of Maine. I am not just 
being courteous or polishing the apple 
when I say that people of all parties 
recognized that he was one of the ablest 
of Maine's Governors. 

We have an able Governor in my own 
State of New Hampshire. Even though 
he is not of my political fiaiith. I think 
that he is competent to face the prob
lems of developing skillful administra
tors, as was my friend from Maine when 
he was Governor of his State. 

I believe there is merit in the bill. But 
I think that, in this particular year, with 
the problems we are up against, for us 
to start a new program of teaching 
State and city officials how to spend 
Federal money is perhaps a supreme act 
of carelessness--! shall not say callous
ness. It is an act which exemplifies the 
Federal Government's apparent view
point at this time. 

I wonder if we all are afflicted with 
Potomac fever? It seems to me that if 
there is one disease, more than any 
other, that has crept into the Federal 
Government, it is the idea that we cannot 
trust, that we cannot have confidence 
in, the Governors and legislators of our 
several States, and that all wisdom ema
nates from the banks of the Potomac 
here in Washington. 

I could not possibly vote for this bill at 
this time, and I say that with no disre
spect for the very able arguments pre
sented by my friend, the Senator from 
Maine. 

Mr. MUSKIE. I thank the distin
guished Senator from New Hampshire. 
I assure him that I did not so interpret 
his argument; I merely saw an oppor
tunity to make a point, and I can never 
let such an opportunity pass. 

Let me make this one further point: 
Far from representing the concept that 
all wisdom rises from the banks of the 
Potomac, all of the ideas in this legisla
tion came from the grassroots, and not 
from the banks of the Potomac. This bill 
was developed, as I stated earlier, by the 
subcommittee, out of ideas which came to 
it from the grassroots. 

Indeed, those ideas were so persuasive 
that finally the administration itself in
troduced the Intergovernmental Man
power Act this year, based upon the same 
idea. I can understand the argument that 
there should not be any more grant-in
aid programs; but that is for Congress to 
decide. However, I can say that this con
cept has been stressed as an extremely 
important one, and the outcome will be 
the judgment of the Senate at the end 
of the debate. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Maine yield? 

Mr. MUSKIE. I yield. 
UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENTS 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that on the vote on 
the pending amendments take place at 5 
minutes after 4. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and it 
is so ordered. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
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unanimous consent that on the amend
ment to follow the pending amendments, 
the vote take place at 5 o'clock. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and it 
is so ordered. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, the bill 
has a fundamental fallacy which has 
been alluded to in the colloquy between 
the Senatior from New Hampshire [Mr. 
COTTON] and the Senator from Maine 
[Mr. MUSKIE]. It is built on the false 
premise that the Federal Government 
structure is a paragon of perfection. It 
is not. A pretty good case could be built 
to have Governors and mayors suggest 
to the Federal Government how it could 
improve its governmental structure. I 
am far from convinced that all the wis
dom about government is located in 
Washington. There have been malfunc
tions here; there have been malfeasance, 
waste, and inefficiency here. 

I am not at all sure, as I listen to the 
comments from across the country, that 
this is not a case of the halt leading the 
blind. So I do not feel that the premise is 
sound to begin with. 

I wish to answer briefly the arguments 
and suggestions recently presented by 
the distinguished Senator from Maine. 
He said that not a single Federal grant
in-aid bill moves in the direction sug
gested by the Mundt amendment. The 
answer to that statement is quick and 
clear: There is not a single other grant
in-aid bill, as has just been established 
on the floor of the Senate, which gets 
into the intimate structure of the selec
tion of personnel and the operation of 
State and local governments. This is the 
first time the Federal Government has 
ever threatened to go so far as to tell 
State governments whom it wants to 
serve, and how they shall be selected and 
promoted; otherwise the Federal Gov
ernment can veto the pla.n and say, "You 
people pay your taxes to support this 
program, but you will get nothing back." 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. MUNDT. Please let me finish. I 
am trying to conclude by 4 o'clock, be
cause I promised to yield the last 5 min
utes to the Senator from Tennessee [Mr. 
BAKER] under the agreement to limit 
time. 

The second point the Senator from 
Maine made was that Governors shall 
have the power to state whether the 
Federal Government shall make the pay
out of the 80 percent, while having com
plete control over the other 20 percent. 

I propose that we would set up the 
rules and regulations, and then the Fed
eral Government would make the pay
ments in the form of certifications by 
the Governors that these principles had 
been complied with, and they would do so 
openly, publicly, and with no chance of 
subterfuge. 

The Senator from Maine makes much 
of principles. He says the principles will 
be guidelines. They are, but they are 
not self-administrative. They will work 
exactly like the rules in a baseball game. 
The rules of the game are known by the 
players, but the decisions made by the 
umpire are what count. And the umpire 
here is a Federal official, dominating 
and-if he wants to do so-domineer-

ing the local governments and the State 
Governors. 

It is the umpire that counts, because 
somebody must interpret the rules and 
somebody must interpret the regulations. 

I am glad that the Senator from Maine 
made reference to the Federal highway 
program. The Mundt amendment pro
poses to bring into play in this legisla
tion the concept of the Federal highway 
program, the broad guidelines provided 
at the Federal level by the local State 
highway departments, to determine 
whether to detour the town or whether 
to split a city or a community or whether 
to locate a project in that area. 

Time after time after time local com
munities come to us with suggestions 
about what should be done. The matter 
is referred back to the State highway de
partment. 

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MUNDT. I yield. 
Mr. MUSKIE. I can recall a very cele

brated highway case when I was Gover
nor. The local community, the highway 
commissioner, and the Governor all 
wanted a certain location for that high
way. However, our recommendation was 
vetoed by the Federal Highway Adminis
trator. 

Mr. MUNDT. I appreciate the Senator's 
anticipating my remarks. I was going to 
say that despite that precedent, there are 
times when the desire to coerce by the 
Federal Government overrides these peo
ple. However, the working formula and 
the accepted standard operates in the 
other direction. The power and the posi
tion that the Federal Government likes 
to exercise still sometimes reflects itself. 

I do want to help strengthen the sinews 
of local government, but I do not want to 
build up another power structure now 
with the people's money, a power struc
ture that can be used to bribe them to do 
things they do not want to do, especially 
with respect to these intimate details 
concerning projects which the local gov
ernment or the Governor want. I think it 
preferable to have in the 50 States differ
ent people experiment and exercise 
initiative on how best to run govern
ments. 

I certainly cannot "buy" the major 
premise that the Federal Government is 
perfect. And I cannot "buy" the idea 
that the Federal Government is so wise 
and so pure and so good that it should 
have a right to tell a Governor, "You 
don't know what you want to have in 
your State; and to get the Federal money 
you have to yield, you have to knuckle 
under." 

There are, of course, some Governors 
who give support to this, but the Senator 
from Maine did not dwell on the fact that 
the Governors who support that concept 
also support the concept that the major 
decision should be made at the local .level. 

If we hold up $20 million before a 
State Governor or local official, we know 
that it takes a man with a stern capacity 
of self-denial to say: "I do not want 
a:r:iy of it. I do not want to participate." 

I am going to offer a sequel to the 
pending amendment-and it will be 
voted on at 5 o'clock-to provide that the 
sharing will be at the rate of 50-50, and 
not 75 percent and 25 percent. 

If this is a program the Governors 
really want, they should be willing t;o. 
share the cost. The Senator from Ohio. 
brought out that the States and local 
communities, if they feel a need for this, 
should be willing to finance it them
selves. 

When will we stop this kind of grant. 
program, no matter how good it is? 

The senior Senator from Florida said 
the other afternoon that he is spending
half his time figuring out how to save 
some money. He and I have been meet
ing with conferees from the Appropria
tions Committee of the House of Repre
sentatives, and I have been spending a , 
like amount of my time in the same 
effort. 

It is kind of disillusioning to spend 
half of one's time :figuring how to save 
money when we are asked to spend more 
money in a proportion of 75 percent to 
25 percent and putting it out with an 
attractive label, so that those who want. 
it can get $3 for every $1 they spend .. 
provided they yield to the coercion of 
the Federal Government. 

Mr. President, I promised that I would 
yield some time, before we conclude, to 
the distinguished junior Senator from 
Tennessee.,So, I subside, urging the Sen
ate in the rollcall vote to vote for the 
preservation of the 10th amendment to· 
the Constitution by voting for my 
amendment. 

Let us not stab it in the back with the· 
taxpayers' money. 

Mr. President, I yield to the distin
guished junior Senator from Tennessee. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I have no 
desire to prolong the debate. 

My colleagues. the junior Senator 
from Maine [Mr. MusKIE] and the sen
ior Senator from South Dakota [Mr. 
MUNDT], respectively the subcommittee 
chairman and ranking member of the 
committee, have made most eloquent. 
presentations. 

But I have devoted a good deal of ef
fort to the final draft of S. 699 and have 
participated in the subcommittee in sup
port of the amendments submitted by 
the Senator from South Dakota. 

I sense that there is something very 
basic and very vital in the future of fed
eralism implicit in this debate, and this 
bill really, notwithstanding the enor
mous consequences of any demand on 
the Federal treasury, merits our atten
tion with respect to the. question of 
whether we are not in fact forging some
thing of a new direction and a new effort
toward upgrading, modernizing, and 
promoting a heightened and more effi
cient "partnership concept" of Govern
ment. 

I am convinced that the question of 
vitality and efficiency of local governing 
units-whether at the city, county, or 
State level-is of the very essence in the 
consideration of whether we continue in 
the present mold of program after pro
gram after program of categorical grant
in-aid type, which now totals $17 billion 
a year, as has been pointed out by the 
distinguished Senator from Maine, or 
whether we do something to reestablish 
an effective partnership of governing 
units, not the domination of Central Gov
ernment, but as a partnership effort with 
thic; coordinate level of government. 
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I myself feel that in this field the next 

big decision we have to make is whether 
to launch into a program of Federal 
revenue sharing, the returning of a 
fractional share of the Federal tax dollar 
directly to the local units of government 
so that they can undertake a strengthen
ing of e1Iective local self-government 
without strings attached. 

I happen to feel that the old axiom 
with respect to the taxing power of 
the Government is just as true today as 
it ever was and that the Central Gov
ernment, the National Government, has 
most of the taxing power. 

Federal revenue sharing has a similar, 
corollary proposal that is discussed from 
time rto time in committee and on the 
ftoor, which is that we consider the pros
pect of block grants, grants to cities, 
counties, and States, essentially without 
strings attached, for a given general pur
pose, but without explicit direction from 
the bureaucracy in Washington. 

I happen to feel that either Federal 
revenue sharing or block grants or a mix 
of the two are essential if we are to turn 
around this tendency toward an ever
increasing centralization of Federal Gov
ernment power in Washington. 

I know that from time to time the 
most persistent argument against Fed
eral revenue-sharing or against block 
grants has been that the State govern
ments, the county governments, and the 
city governments are so debilitated that 
these lesser units of government, if you 
please, are so little used to the matter of 
extensive government that they could not 
possibly handle a new inflow, a fresh in
fusion, of governing authority in terms 
of money that Federal revenue-sharing 
or block grants would entail. 

For this reason, if for no other, I be
lieve that something akin to S. 699 and 
the amendments offered by Senator 
MUNDT are essential if we are going to 
take this next step toward a pragmatic 
decentralism, toward the idea that we 
must rebalance and reestablish the equi
librium between the Central Government 
and the other units of government which 
make up this partnership concept with 
which the Republic flourished for so 
many years. 

Mr. President, according to this ra
tionale, if we are to prepare for this 
next progressive, forward-looking, dif
ferent step-that is, the initiation of 
Federal revenue-sharing or block 
grants--if we are to reverse this trend to
ward centralism, to reverse this grow
ing concentration of all effective govern
ing authority in Washington, we must 
do something and do it now to upgrade 
governmental skills at the local level. We 
must do something now, even though it 
is a small step, to assure that when the 
time comes to bring about the infusion 
of this new vitality of Federal revenue
sharing or block grants, or their equiva
lent, the personnel, the structures of 
government, and the administrative 
techniques are available at State and 
local levels, so that this step in a new 
direction will not be in vain. 

I share with Senator MUNDT and with 
Senator MusKIE some of the ambivalence 
of feeling they have about the means for 
accomplishing this upgrading of job skills 

at the local levels of government, but :I 
am far more concerned about this bill 
as a first step in the vital matter of re
versing the process of galloping central
ism. 

I believe, therefore, that the question 
is whether we will content ourselves with 
the present print of S. 699 and embark 
on a program of trying to use Federal 
money in the traditional, categorical 
grant-in-aid technique to upgrade job 
skills at the local level, or whether we 
take the more far-reaching step-in mY 
judgment, the newer and more innova
tive step-offered by Senator MUNDT. Mr. 
President, we must take this new step. 

I believe that Senator MUNDT'S pro
posal-in effect-amounts to a system of 
block grants. I believe that it is more 
far reaching and more forward looking 
than any other concept that might be 
engaged in at this time. 

In the few seconds remaining to me, 
Mr. President, I urge that in considera
tion of this matter we not lose sight of 
the fact that if we are to reverse this 
continuing trend toward centralism, if 
we are to revitalize the forces of local 
government, we must take the first step 
now in providing for the orderly, non
regimented training and upgrading of 
administrative skills at the local county, 
city, and State levels. 

Therefore, Mr. President, I have signed 
the minority views of Senator MUNDT. 
I shall support his amendments. I 
strongly support the concept and its 
necessity at this time. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of ::t quorum, and I ask 
unanimous consent that the quorum call 
terminate 5 mintes after the hour. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I should 
like to be heard briefly on this matter. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
withdraw my request. 

We have a unanimous-consent agree
ment. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I shall be very brief, 
in view of the request of the majority 
leader. 

I am concerned to note on page 125 of 
the record of the hearings in this matter 
that the witness testifying, Mr. Charles 
A. Byrley, Director of the O:fHce of 
Federal-State Relations, National Gov
ernors' Conference, stated: 

My remarks today do not necessarily re
flect the viewpoints of the State Governors, 
but rather of staff analysis of the general 
provisions of the proposals . . . 

Then he continues: 
The reason for this is that the Washington 

otnce of the National Governors' Conference 
was only recently established. Time has not 
permitted individual discussions with the 
Nation's Governors. 

Then I note that on page 126 he said, 
in his statement: 

Let us express general concern regarding 
three major issues: ( 1) the role of the 
Governor. 

That is the first matter about which 
he expressed concern. 

A little later he said: 
Executive management at the State level, 

including coordination of Federal assistance 
programs, is clearly the responsibllity of the 
Governor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. SPONG 
in the chair). The time for debate on 
this amendment has expired. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I ask unanimous con
sent that I may proceed fo.r 3 additional 
minutes. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senator 
may have 2 additional minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, we do 
not have time to digest these matters. 
This bill was called up suddenly. The 
Senator from Florida has been intensely 
busy on appropriations conferences and 
other matters of that type. But I note 
some expressions by Governors later at 
this hearing which make it clear that 
they have reservations. 

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HOLLAND. I yield. 
Mr. MUSKIE. May I say to the Senator 

that the paint in the bill to which the 
Governors had reservations has been 
eliminated from the bill and is not in the 
bill as it is before the Senate. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I have read the bill 
hurriedly and find no clear recognition 
of the fact that the Governors ought to 
be responsible for the carrying out of the 
provisions of this bill within their States. 

I note this statement in the letter of 
Gov. Otto Kerner, of Illinois, appearing 
on page 264 of the record: 

I have reservations concerning the ques
tion of undue federal control of state and 
local governments. My comments are similar 
to those I have made with respect to the 
Intergovernmental Personnel Act. 

That is the bill before the Senate at 
this time. There is also another letter. 

On page 275 of the record appears a 
letter from Gov. William L. Guy, of 
North Dakota, stating the same impres
sion: 

Even though the North Dakota Merit Sys
tem Council is governed by members who 
have all been appointed by me, I would 
still prefer to see your measure provide for 
a designation of the administering agency 
by the various Governors. 

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HOLLAND. I should like to read 
another portion of the letter. 

The trouble is that these matters are 
sprung on us when we have been work
ing on vital appropriation matters and 
other matters. This is a record of over 
300 pages on points that are of vital 
concern to the various States. 

I will read the other portion of Gov
ernor Guy's letter: 

I would also like to invite your attention 
to another consideration-that of enhancing 
the role of the state's chief executive as the 
chief executive. If the States are going to 
assume the responsib111ties that they are 
presently neglecting, it is imperative that 
the position of the chief executive is given 
the authority and latitude necessary to per
mit leadership. 

Those matters are red flags. I do not 
know what has been met and what has 
not, but I gather from the amendment 
of the Senator from South Dakota that 
he is trying to make it clearer that the 
Governors have a fixed responsibility to 
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lead in connection with the application 
of this act to their several States. 

I am glad to yield to the distinguished 
Senator from Maine. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, reserving 
the right to object, if we are going to 
parcel out more time, I ask that what
ever time is yielded to Senator MUSKIE 
may be compensated by an equal amount 
of t ime allocated to the Senator from 
South Dakota. I am willing to conclude 
the discussion at this time, but if the 
Senator from Maine is permitted to con
tinue, I should like an equal amount of 
time. 

Mr. MUSKIE. I believe the Senator 
from South Dakota makes a valid point. 
I only desire a minute to respond to the 
Senator from Florida, who has been here 
this afternoon and has heard me make 
these points before. 

He has just raised the point, in read
ing the letter from the Governor, that 
the Governor was concerned that in the 
bill, as it was then written, there is no 
provision for the Governor to designate 
the State agency. 

I indicated earlier that that agency is, 
under the bill as written, to be desig
nated by the Governor; the projects 
would be administered by that office des
ignated by the Governor; any applica
tion of the local agency must be sub
mitted by the Governor; and that com
ments and recommendations of the Gov
ernor shall accompany the application. 
All of these points are contained in the 
bill and the Governors are now satis
fied. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I am glad to hear that 
is the case. I am sorry we were not given 
that assurance by the report or the 
printed hearings. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, there is 
still valid reason for incorporating the 
provisions of the Mundt amendment 
which guarantees to the Governors the 
rights and authorities they have repeat
edly said they would like to have be
cause it provides that the ultimate de
cision is to be made by them instead of 
authorities in Washington. 

The argument of the Senator from 
Maine breaks down with respect to who 
is to determine where you get the money. 
The principles are fine, but the Gover
nors are concerned about whether or not 
they are going to be represented by their 
authority in the important decision 
place and that is where the program is 
to be financed. Therefore, the objections 
of the Governors have not been met and 
will not be until the Mundt amendment 
is agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion is on agreeing to the amendment of 
the Senator from South Dakota. On this 
question the yeas and nays have been 
ordered, and the clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virgini·a. I an
that the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
ANDERSON], the Senator from Nevada 
[Mr. CANNON], the Senator from Con
necticut [Mr. · DODD], the Senator from 
North Carolina [Mr. JORDAN], and the 
Senator from Washington [Mr. MAGNU
soNJ are absent on official business. · 

I also announce that the Senator from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. CLARK], the Senator 
from Mississippi [Mr. EASTLAND]' the 
Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. KEN
NEDY], the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. 
NELSON], and the Senator from New Jer
sey [Mr. WILLIAMS] are necessarily ab
sent. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from Pennsyl
vania [Mr. CLARK], the Senator from 
Massachusetts [Mr. KENNEDY], the Sen
ator from W~sconsin [Mr. NELSON], and 
the Senator from Nevada [Mr. CANNON] 
would vote "nay." 

On this vote, the Senator from North 
Carolina [Mr. JORDAN] is paired with the 
Senator from New Jersey [Mr. WIL
LIAMsJ. If present and voting, tl.e Sena
from North Carolina would vote "yea" 
and the Senator from New Jersey would 
vote "nay." 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I announce 
that the Senator from Colorado [Mr. 
ALLOTTJ, the Senator from Kentucky 
[Mr. COOPER], the Senator from Illinois 
[Mr. DIRKSEN], the Senator from Oregon 
[Mr. HATFIELD], the Senator from New 
York [Mr. JAVITsJ, the Senators from 
California [Mr. KUCHEL and Mr. MUR
PHY] and the Senator from Pennsylvania 
[Mr. ScoTTJ are necessarily absent. 

If present and voting, the Senator 
from Colorado [Mr. ALLOTTJ, the Senator 
from Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN], the Senator 
from Oregon [Mr. HATFIELD], the Sena
tors from California [Mr. KUCHEL and 
Mr. MURPHY] and the Senator from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. ScoTT] would each 
vote "yea." 

So the result was announced-yeas 
43, nays 39, as follows: 

Aiken 
Baker 
Bennett 
Boggs 
Byrd, Va. 
Byrd, W. Va. 
Carlson 
Cotton 
Curtis 
Dominick 
Ellender 
Ervin 
Fannin 
Fong 
Griffin 

Bartlett 
Bayh 
Bible 
Brewster 
Brooke 
Burdick 
Case 
Church 
Fulbright 
Gore 
Gruening 
Harris 
Hart 

Allott 
Anderson 
Gannon 
Clark 
Cooper 
Dirksen 

So Mr. 
agreed to. 

[No. 309 Leg.) 
YEAS-43 

Hansen 
Hickenlooper 
Hill 
Holland 
Hollings 
Hruska 
Jordan, Idaho 
Lausche 
Long, La. 
McClellan 
Miller 
Morton 
Mundt 
Pearson 
Percy 

NAYS-39 

Prouty 
Russell 
Smathers 
Smith 
Sparkman 
Spong 
Stennis 
Symington 
Talmadge 
Thurmond 
Tower 
Wllliams, Del. 
Young, N. Dak. 

Hartke Monroney 
Hayden Montoya 
Inouye Morse 
Jackson Moss 
Kennedy, N.Y. Muskie 
Long, Mo. Pastore 
Mansfield Pell 
McCarthy Proxmire 
McGee Randolph 
McGovern Ribicoff 
Mcintyre Tydings 
Metcalf Yarborough 
Mondale Young, Ohio 

NOT VOTING-18 
Dodd Kuchel 
Eastland Magnuson 
Hatfield Murphy 
Javits Nelson 
Jordan, N.C. Scott 
Kennedy, Mass. Wllliam.s, N.J. 

MUNDT'S amendment was 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, I move 
that the vote by which the amendment 
was agreed to be reconsidered. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres
ident, I move that the motion to recon
sider be laid on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
is open to further amendment. 

Mr. CURTIS obtained the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ate will please be in order. The Senator 
from Nebraska has the floor. The Senate 
will please be in order. 

The Senator from Nebraska. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will 

the Senator from Nebraska yield? 
Mr. CURTIS. I yield. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. In view of the' fact 

that we are operating on limited time, I 
ask unanimous consent that the time be 
equally divided between the Senator from 
South Dakota [Mr. MUNDT] and the Sen
ator from Maine [Mr. MUSKIE]. 

Mr. CURTIS. I ask for only 2 minutes, 
Mr. President. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, let me of
fer my amendment first so that all Sen
ators will know what it is all about. 

Mr. President, I send to the desk an 
amendment and ask that it be stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The assistant legislative clerk read as 
follows: 

On page 35, line 17, strike out "75" and 
insert in lieu thereof "50". 

On page 38, line 24, strike out "75" and 
insert in lieu thereof "50". 

On page 50, line 12, strike out "75" and 
insert in lieu thereof "50". 

On page 54, line 8, strike out "75" and 
insert in lieu thereof "50". 

Mr. MANSFIELD. If the Senator from 
South Dakota would further yield, I 
should like to modify my request and ask 
that there be a time allocation of 12 
minutes, with 2 minutes to go to the dis
tinguished Senator from Nebraska [Mr. 
CURTIS], the remaining 10 minutes to be 
equally divided between the Senator from 
South Dakota [Mr. MUNDT] and the 
Senator from Maine [Mr. MusKIEJ. 

Mr. MUNDT. That will be perfectly all 
right. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. CURTIS. I thank the ·majority 
leader. · 

Mr. President, I rise merely to state 
my position on the proposed legislation. 
I have supported the amendment offered 
by the distinguished Senator from South 
Dakota [Mr. MUNDT] and I shall support 
his other amendments. However, I shall 
not vote for the bill. 

I do not argue that it does not have 
some merit and some need, but it is the 
beginning of a new Federal program. It 
is the beginning of another grant-in-aid 
program. It is another attempt to impose 
the will of the Federal Government on 
State and local governments. 

So far as I know, it is not being re
quested by a very large segment of the 
people. Regardless of the merits of the 
proposal, I submit that we are now at 
war, that we are facing a deft.cit that may 
run to $30 billion, and that there is no 
crying need to begin another Federal 
program. 
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I hope that there will be many other 

Senators who will vote against the pro
posal. I say this recognizing that many of 
those interested in this legislation have 
spent a great deal of time and effort on 
it. However, I do not believe that we 
should start another program. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 5 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from South Dakota is recognized for 
5 minutes. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, I ask for 
the yeas and nays on the amendment. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, this 

amendment is clear cut. It should not 
require 5 minutes to explain it. The for
mula in the bill provides that the match
ing funds between the Federal Govern
ment and the States be 75 percent from 
the Federal Government and 25 percent 
from the State and local governments. 
I feel that since this is a program which 
benefits entirely the local governments, 
it is only fitting and proper that there 
be a 50-50 matching arrangement; that 
they at least be interested enough in the 
program to match lit 'halfway, on a. part
nership basis. This simply removes from 
the bill the temptation for a State or 
local government to go after a program 
because it is "easy money." We now have 
provided that the money reverts back to 
the Treasury-it is not transferable
if the States do not wish to participate. I 
do not want to subject the local govern
ments and States to the temptation of 
saying, "Well, let us get into it or we will 
not get the easy money." This provides 
for a 50-50 matching for programs in 
which the States and local communities 
will receive benefits. 

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 3 or 4 minutes. 

Frankly, the bill in its present form 
is not worth much additional considera
tion. The bill as it now stands gives the 
checkwriting authority-I repeat, the 
checkwriting authority-to the Gov
ernors of States. They will certify the 
applications from their states, and then 
they will decide whether or not the ap
plications will be approved and whether 
or not the Federal check will issue. 

Frankly, I think if the bill gets to the 
President in this form, it will be vetoed. 
I do not know this from any discussion 
I have had with him, but if I were Pres
ident, I would veto it; and I would be 
surprised if the President did not veto it. 

Nevertheless, I think there are provi
sions in the bill worth fighting for, worth 
sending to the other body, so it can take 
a look at the principle that we have writ
ten into the bill. 

On the question of 50-50 sharing, 
frankly I am surprised. The sponsors and 
endorsers of the Mundt amendment 
urged the Mundt amendment in the 
name of the tax-sharing proposal. The 
tax-sharing proposal would give 100 per
cent Federal Government money to the 
States without strings attached. Having 
incorporated the tax-sharing idea of the 
bill, the Senator now proposes to cut 
back the Federal share to 50 percent. 
The two ideas are not consistent if I un
derstand the purposes of tax sharing. 

The purpose of the 75-25 formula is 
to provide a Federal stimulus to State 
action in a field which the States have 
neglected. If Senators do not believe the 
States have neglected it, I ask them only 
to read the two volumes of testimony, 
representing hearings last year and this 
year. 

The great problem in local and State 
government is the failure of the States 
to develop competent, professional man
power. The States tell us so. The local 
governments tell us so. State and local 
personnel have increased from 2.3 mil
lion in 1946 to 8 million in 1965. They 
have not met 1the problem of competency 
in manpower. We are trying to stimu
late State and local action in that field. 

What we have done already gives the 
bill a body blow with respect to its ob
jectives. If we now cut back the Federal 
share to 50 percent, we will give it an
other body blow. If that is the will of the 
Senate, I will accept it. 

We are trying to respond to what we 
have heard for 3 years from States, from 
local governments, from political science 
experts, from academicians. I say to all 
of you who have voted for the Mundt 
amendment, if you want strong State 
and local governments, what has been 
done already sets back the cause in terms 
of what. are the objectives of this bill. 
That is the effect of this amendment. 

I can only be frank. I am speaking on 
the basis of 3 years of experience in 
listening, alone much of the time, to what 
State and local government experts have 
told me about the weaknesses of the 
State and local governments. I brought 
this bill up at a time when I realized it 
was a bad time to bring up a new grant
in-aid program, because I am concerned, 
as one who served in local government, 
as one who served in State government, 
as one who watches the operations of 
States and local governments from 
Washington. I am concerned that they 
be viable, vital, dynamic, and progres
sive; and the great crisis is manpower. 

I oppose this amendment, as I did the 
other. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MUSKIE. I yield. 
Mr. PASTORE. I voted against the 

Mundt amendment. If it is true that the 
Mundt amendment has emasculated the 
intent and philosophy of the bill as it 
originally came to us, and we have left 
this responsibility to the States, then why 
would it not be better to have the States 
participate in the way of providing 
money? We would be going far afield. 

I would be opposed to this amendment 
if the first amendment had not carried, 
but now, when we have changed the en
tire philosophy of the bill and given the 
reins to the governors, why not let the 
governors come into this program with 
50 percent of their mohey and assume 
their full responsibility? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Maine has 1 minute remaining. 

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, in reply, 
there is another body to consider this bill. 
I would be willing to bet that when the 
other body gets it, they will hear from the 
League of Cities, the Conference of 

Mayors, the National Association of 
Counties, and I would like to have that 
case made on the House side. I would 
like to leave this bill as it is so we can 
have as good a bill for House considera
tion as we can. 

Again, I accept the Senate's judgment. 
Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, how much 

time do I have remaining? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator has 3 minutes remaining. 
Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, let us get 

away from the field of prophecy, because 
none of us has any great expertise in 
crystal-gazing. The Senator from Maine 
says the President will veto the bill. I do 
not know. He says he believes the House 
is going to change the amendment we 
have just adopted. I do not know what 
it will do. I do know however, what con
fronts us now. Let us accept the battle 
cry of the Senator from Maine. He says 
"We have given the checkwriting power 
to the States." If we have, we had better 
get them to pay 50 percent of the cost. We 
had better not say that they will have 
to pay only 25 percent and the Federal 
Government will have to pay 75 percent. 

I agree with the Senator from Rhode 
Island. The States certainly should pay 
50 percent since they now share the re-
sponsibility for the programs. · 

The other argument was a strange one, 
when the Senator says I had offered a 
tax-sharing proposal. The Senator from 
Maine says that under that tax-sharing, 
we return 100 percent to the States. I 
have never heard of such an idea. I have 
never seen a plan that says that the Fed
eral Government will collect the taxes 
and give them all back to the States. This 
is a new concept of tax sharing which I 
here and now totally and emphatically 
disavow. 

There is a far different tax-sharing 
proposal which makes sense, but we have 
before us, not a theoretical problem, but 
a practical decision to make. Should we 
ask the States to pay 50 percent for 
these programs which they certify and 
which are going to be in their interest, 
or are we going to continue to have Uncle 
Sam pour it out and on-the poorest gov
ernmental relative of them all? Why call 
on poor Uncle Sam to pour out 75 percent 
when the States can participate on a 
50-50 sharing basis, which makes sense 
for this field of activity? 

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MUNDT. I yield. 
Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, I had the 

experience, just before January of this 
year, of having sat in the office of the 
Chief Executive of the State of Wyoming, 
and I think I know a little bit about how 
the States react to this sort of program. 

My feeling is that the bigger the per
centage of the Federal Government's 
handout, the greater will be the pres
sures at the State and local level to get 
in and participate in a Federal program, 
whether it is good, bad, or indifferent. 

I support the amendment, because it 
makes good sense to me. If the States be
lieve this program will be helpful, let 
them demonstrate that conviction and 
willingness by participating dollar for 
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dollar in what they are asking the Fed
eral Government to do. 

I have certain reservations as to how 
I shall vote on the bill, because with 379 
programs already in existence, requiring 
the spending of $17,400 million, I am not 
sure we can stand another one. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator's time has expired. 

All time-having expired, the question is 
on agreeing to the amendment of the 
Senator from South Dakota. On this 
question, the yeas and nays have been 
ordered, and the clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I an
nounce that the Senator from New Mex
ico [Mr. ANDERSON], the Senator from 
Nevada [Mr. CANNON], the Senator from 
Connecticut [Mr. DODD], the Senator 
from North Carolina [Mr. JORDAN], and 
the Senator from Washington [Mr. 
MAGNUSON] are absent o'n official busi
ness. 

I also announce that the Senator from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. CLARK], the Senator 
from Mississippi [Mr. EASTLAND]' the 
Senator from Alaska [Mr. GRUENING], 
the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. 
KENNEDY], the Senator from Minnesota 
[Mr. McCARTHY], the Senator from Wis
consin [Mr. NELSON], and the Senator 
from New Jersey [Mr. WILLIAMS] are 
necessarily absent. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from Pennsyl
vania [Mr. CLARK], the Senator from 
Massachusetts [Mr. KENNEDY], and the 
Senator from Nevada [Mr. CANNON] 
would each vote "nay." 

On this vote, the Senator from North 
Carolina [Mr. JORDAN] is paired with the 
Senator from New Jersey [Mr. WIL
LIAMS]. If present and voting, the Sen
ator from North Carolina would vote 
"yea," and the Senator from New Jersey 
would vote "nay." 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I announce 
that the Senator from Colorado [Mr. 
ALLOTTJ, the Senator from Kentucky 
[Mr. COOPER], the Senator from Il
linois [Mr. DIRKSEN], the Senator from 
Oregon [Mr. HATFIELD], the Senator 
from New York [Mr. JAVITS], the 
Senators from California [Mr. KucHEL 
and Mr. MURPHY] and the Senator from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. SCOTT] are neces
sarily absent. 

On this vote, the Senator from Colo
rado [Mr. ALLOTTJ is paired with the 
Senator from Oregon [Mr. HATFIELD]. 
If present and voting, the Senator from 
Colorado would vote "yea" and the Sen
ator from Oregon would vote "nay." 

On this vote, the Senator from Il
linois [Mr. DIRKSEN] is paired with the 
Senator from California [Mr. KUCHEL]. 
If present and voting, the Senator from 
Illlnois would vote "yea" and the Sen
ator from California would vote "nay." 

On this vote, the Senator from Cali
fornia [Mr. MURPHY] is paired with the 
Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. ScoTTJ. 
If present and voting, the Senator from 
California would vote "yea" and the Sen
ator from Pennsylvania would vote 
"nay." 

The result was announced-yeas 50, 
nays 30, as follows: 

Aiken 
Baker 
Bennett 
Boggs , 
Byrd, Va. 
Byrd, W. Va. 
Carlson 
Cotton 
Curtis 
Dominick 
Ellender 
Ervin 
Fannin 
Pong 
Fulbright 
Grimn 
Hansen 

Bartlett 
Bayh 
Bible 
Brewster 

' Brooke 
Burdick 
Case 
Church 
Gore 
Harris 

Allott 
Anderson 
Cannon 
Clark 
Cooper 
Dirksen 
Dodd 

[No. 310 Leg.] 
YEAS-50 

Hickenlooper 
Hill 
Holland 
Hollings 
Hruska 
Jackson 
Jordan, Idaho 
Lausche 
McClellan 
McGovern 
Miller 
Monroney 
Morton 
Mundt 
Pastore 
Pearson 
Pell 

NAYS-SO 

Percy 
Prouty 
Proxmire 
Randolph 
Russell 
Smathers 
Smith 
Sparkman 
Spong 
Stennis 
Symington 
Talmadge 
Thurmond 
Tower 
Williams, Del. 
Young, N. Dak. 

Hart Metcalf 
Hartke Mondale 
Hayden Montoya 
Inouye Morse 
Kennedy, N.Y. Moss 
Long, Mo. Muskie 
Long, La. Ribicoff 
Mansfield Tydings 
McGee Yarborough 
Mcintyre Young, Ohio 

NOT VOTING-20 
Eastland Magnuson 
Gruening McCarthy 
Hatfield Murphy 
Javits Nelson 
Jordan, N.C. Scott 
Kennedy, Mass. Williams, N.J. 
Kuchel 

So Mr. MUNDT'S amendment was 
agreed to. 

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres
ident, I move to lay that motion on the 
table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, I take 
. the floor for the purpose of directing 
some inquiries to the distinguished Sen
ator from Maine, the manager of the bill. 

Under title IV of the bill, as I under
stand it, authority is given to the heads 
of Federal agencies to assign Federal em
ployees to State and local agencies of 
government. 

I would like to ask first of all if there 
are any particular limits or guidelines 
as to how many Federal employees can 
be assigned to work for State and local 
units of government. Is there any as
surance that all of these people will not 
be assigned to one State or two States? 
Is there any criterita lby which the head 
of a Federal agency is to be guided? 

Mr. MUSKm. Mr. President, I say to 
the distinguished Senator from Michi
gan that this title has to do with the 
interchangeability of personnel as be
tween the three levels of government. In 
other words, if implemented-and its im
plementation depends upon the initiative 
of the governments involved-it would 
authorize the interchange of State per
sonnel with Federal agencies, local per-
sonnel with State agencies, and so on. 

It was argued very persuasively last 
year that making it possible for person
nel at any one of the three levels of 
government to gain experience in the 
others would tend to improve the coop
erative nature of the federal system. SO, 
this provision was inserted as a result of 
the hearings last year. 

There are no numbers spelled out. The 
details touched upon by the question of 

the Senator are not spelled out in the 
bill, 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, I appre
ciate the response of the Senator, but as 
I read the bill-and I would appreciate 
being corrected if I am in error-there 
would be absolutely no limit to the num
ber of Federal employees that could be 
hired and assigned by agencies or de
partments of the Federal Government 
and State and local units of government, 
except as limited by the appropriations 
in the bill. Federal employees could be 
assigned to units of State or local gov
ernment, their salaries could be paid 
either in whole ot in part by the Federal 
Government. As I understand it, if they 
are assigned on leave without pay, the 
Federal Government would make up the 
ditf erence, if there were any, between 
State and Federal pay. 

There is no express requirement for 
any man-to-man exchange, that there 
be a Federal employee in a State job and 
a State employee in a Federal job. There 
need be no equality, as I understand it; 
it could be all one way. There is no guide
line whatsoever in terms of where the 
employees might go. 

I ask the Senator whether the Fed
eral Government could hire teachers and 
as$ign them to local school boards to 
teach in local school systems, their sal
aries to be paid in full by the Federal 
Government. And, if not, why not, under 
the bill? Teachers are employees of local 
units of government. 

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, it is not 
the purpose of the bill to put teachers on 
the Federal payroll. The purpose of the 
bill is to make it passible for employees of 
the State government to benefit from the 
experience of working with a Federal 
agency at the Federal level, and the re
verse. 

The authority for State employees to 
participate in such a program will, of 
course, depend upon State legislation. We 
cannot legislate for the States. So, what 
the bill does is Provide authority for the 
Federal agencies to participate in this 
kind of exchange. 

The inhibitions would be the fact that, 
I take it, no Federal agency is so over
supplied with employees that it can as
sign them to this kind of duty without 
limit. 

There is the appropriation limitation. 
The purpose is to experiment in a lim

ited way, and not in an unlimited way, 
in the exchange of personnel so that peo
ple from the State agencies can get the 
benefit of working in a Federal agency, 
benefits that they can take back to their 
State agencies. 

It is not the intent of the Federal Gov
ernment to use this measure as a way of 
dominating the schools or the govern
ments at the local and State level. 

The proposal was urged upon us even 
more strongly by State and local leaders 
than by Federal agencies. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr-. GRIFFIN. I yield. 
Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I point 

out also that title VI-which also deals 
with assignments to and from States-at 
section 3372 provides that this inter
change of employees would be made on 
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request from or with concurrence of a 
State or local government. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, I ap
preciate that assurance, but does the 

.Senator not think that every State and 
"local agency would be delighted to have 
as many employees as they can possibly 
-get if the Federal Government would be 
willing to pay the salaries? 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I respect
fully feel that the second section of sec
tion 3372 implies that the coin has two 
sides, that the State, county, or city gov
ernment can request Federal employees 
for a period not to exceed 2 years and the 
Federal Government can ask for State, 
.county, or local employees in the Fed
eral Government for a period not to ex
.ceed 2 years. So, it is my thought that 
the two-sidedness of the coin might have 
a very salutary effect on any abuse of 
the exchange. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. There is no require
ment? 

Mr. BAKER. There is no requirement. 
Mr. GRIFFIN. Did the committee con

sider including that requirement in the 
bill, because that would have a great 
-effect on the matter. 

Mr. BAKER. I would be going too far 
if I were to say that that particular point 
was not considered by the subcommittee. 
I am sure it was not consi(iered in the 
full committee. 

However, I am sure, and I would re
.assure my colleague in this respect, that 
the witnesses we had, both the so-called 
organizations witnesses such as the 
League of Cities, the Governors' Confer
ence, and the like, and the academicians 
we had in this field, pointed out that one 
of the most salutary methods for train
ing or for upgrading the job skills of local 
employees is by example. 

As Senator MUNDT Pointed out in his 
remarks in connection with his first 
amendment, one of the most satisf ac
tory and most workable programs of this 
type has been the use of the FBI Insti
tute and training facilities to train local 
law enforcement agencies. I believe that 
this is where the matter took its genesis, 
and I believe that this formed a pattern 
for the provision which is elaborated be
yond title IV, in title VI, in section 3372. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I can see situations 
where it would be very desirable, within 
the framework of reasonable guidelines 
and criteria, perhaps in one field at a 
time, as we have done with respect to 
the FBI, to develop procedures whereby 
the Federal Government could assign 
employees on a temporary basis to local 
units of government, and vice versa. 

However, what concerns me about this 
measure is that it would be a blank 
check. It appropriates a sum of money, 
and the head of each agency and depart
ment would have almost unlimited dis
cretion. If he determined that it would 
be of mutual benefit, apparently that 
would be the only test, there would be 
no limit as to how many employees could 
be assigned and paid out of the Federal 
Treasury. There is no allocation formula 
in the bill-no assurance that New 
Hampshire will get fair treatment, for 
example There is no appeal from any 
determination, no review. It is a com
pletely discretionary power that could 
be exercised arbitrarily;. as I see it. Be
cause of this I cannot support the bill. 

Mr. BAKER. Not only is it substantially 
as the Senator . from Michigan has 
characterized it, but also, it is without 
strings attached, which in Federal pro
grams is a matter near and dear to my 
heart. As a matter of fact, if we were, 
by legislation or by administrative rul
ing, to set out the precise totals on how 
many employees, from what States, and 
for what purposes, it would become. the 
most rigid of all categorical type pro
grams and would lose the inherent flexi
bility that this measure tries to put on 
the staituite books as a new approach oo 
the matter of solving a problem without 
absolute determination and domination 
by the Federal structure. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I appreciate the re
sponse of the Senator from Tennessee. 

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I yield. 
Mr. COTTON. When the Senator from 

Michigan used New Hampshire as an ex
ample, as a possible victim of this bill 
that has no limitations, I thank him for 
doing so, because he must have been 
reading my mind. That is exactly what 
I think. 

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, I find it 
most interesting, following the vote on 
the first amendment, that there should 
now be this concern with guidelines; be
cause the first Mundt amendment, so 
far as a Federal agency is concerned, 
eliminated guidelines and provided that 
a Governor, on his own say-so, and 
without any test of Federal discr~tion, 
can get these sums of money. 

Now I find that the Senator from 
Michigan, who voted for the first Mundt 
amendment, is concerned that, with re
spect to the title 4 program, there are 
inadequate guidelines and that that pro
gram may be abused by State and local 
people taking undo advantage. The bill, 
at least with respect to that feature, still 
leaves some discretion-not involving 
dollars directly-with the Federal 
agency. 

I take it that at this point it is a moot 
question whether or not the Federal 
agency should have any guidelines to 
impose upon the States. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
HARRIS in ·the chair). The question is on 
agreeing to the committee amendments 
as amended. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President-
Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, will the 

Senator yield? 
Mr. THURMOND. I yield. 
Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, I did not 

intend to ask for the yeas and nays on 
final passage, but several Senators have 
expressed the desire that there be such 
a vote; and, out of deference to them-a 
number of Senators being in the Cham
ber at the moment-I ask for the yeas 
and nays on final passage. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. May we 
first vote on the committee amendments? 

Mr. MUSKIE. I withdraw my request 
at this time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion is on agreeing to the committee 
amendments, as amended. 

The committee amendments, as 
amended, were agreed to. 

Mr. :MUSKIE. Now, Mr. President, I 
ask for the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I rise 
to speak in opposition to thi& bill. I can
not conceive of any person who believes 
in the Constitution of the United States 
supporting this measure. The title itself 
indicates that it does not conform to our 
Federal system. What does the bill pro
pose to do? These are a few things it 
would do. Listen to the title: Extends 
State and local merit systems to ad
ditional programs financed by Federal 
funds; provides grants for improvement 
of State and local personnel administra
tion; authorizes Federal assistance in 
training State and local employees; 
provides grants to State and local gov
ernments for training of their employees; 
facilitates the interchange of Federal, 
State, and local personnel. 

Mr. President, all these are State 
functions. They are functions of the 
States and the local governments. This 
bill is another attempt to extend the 
long arm of the Federal Government 
down into the· functions of the States, 
which ultimately will lead to co11trol of 
those functions. It seems to me that the 
Senate will make a great mistake if it 
passes this measure, because we will be 
setting the precedent for more Federal 
control. If that is what we want, this is 
the way to get it. I do not know of a more 
appropriate bill that the Senate could 
pass than this one, if you want more 
Federal control. 

There is no question in my mind that 
Federal control follows Federal aid, just 
as the night follows the day. The Fed
eral Government may start giving this 
aid without controls. But in a year or 
two, the controls will be applied. 

For years there was a clamor for Fed
eral aid to education, and they said it 
would be without control. Those who 
favored such aid said, ''We want it with
out control." And what do we have to
day? We have Federal control from 
Washington. Today, funds are being 
withheld from many school districts in 
this Nation, funds are being withheld 
from many hospitals in this Nation, 
funds are being withheld for other pur
poses. By whom? By the Federal Govern
ment. And funds will be withheld for the 
functions specified in this bill ultimately, 
if the bill is passed. 

Aside from the funds, Mr. President, I 
am deeply concerned and becoming more 
and more concerned about Federal power. 
There is only so much power. It is a ques
tion of whether we are going to leave it 
at the State level and with the people, 
where the Constitution placed it, or 
whether we are going to give it to the 
Federal Government. Year after year, 
we are going further and further, shift
ing it to the Federal Government, shift
ing it from the State level to the na
tional level, taking it away from the 
people arid transferring it to Washington. 
· I believe the time has come, Mr. Pres

ident, if we favor the rights of the States 
under the Constitution, for us to have 
the courage to restrain from accepting 
and advocating more Federal aid, when 
we know that such action will deprive the 
states and the people of Power given to 
them under the Constitution, even 
though such action taken by us may 
result in . the loss of Federal aid to the 
States. 

I hope the Senate will kill this bill, and 
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I hope it will kill other bills that may 
arise which would transfer power from 
the State level to the national level. 

We have entirely too much power now 
at the national level. When the Consti
tution was written, it was never contem
plated that the National Government 
would go into all the diif erent fields that 
it has gone into. 

Almost every facet of the people's 
lives is touched now by the Federal Gov
ernment. How much further are we go
ing? If we go much further, the States 
will be nothing more than territories, and 
the Federal Government will control 
every action of all the people throughout 
all the States of the Nation. 

I hope the Senate will kill this bill. 
Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, I shall 

take only 30 seconds. 
Despite the fact that I have grave 

reservations about the bill in its present 
form, I think it incorporates objectives 
which should be kept alive, and it ls in 
the hope that the bill may receive care
ful consideration in the other body, care
ful review of some of the things the 
Senate has done this afternoon, that I 
urge the Senate to vote for the bill. 

I must disagree with the distinguished 
Senator from South Carolina. Rather 
than representing a massive Federal in
cursion into State power and responsi
bility, this bill in its present form may 
prove to be largely ineffectual because 
of what we have already done to restrict 
and inhibit it. Nevertheless, I think the 
bill is worth keeping alive. Therefore, I 
propose to. vote. for the bill despite the 
crippling amendments and I urge Sen
ators to do likewise. 

The PRF.SIDING OFFICER. The bill 
having been read the third time, the 
question is, Shall it pass? 

On this question, the yeas and nays 
have been ordered, and the clerk will 
call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. MAN8'FIELD <when his name was 
called). On this vote I have a pair with 
the distinguished senior Senator from 
Georgia [Mr. RussELL]. If he were pres
ent and voting, he would vote "nay." If 
I were permitted to vote I would vote 
"yea." I withhold my vote. 

The rollcall was concluded. 
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I an

nounce that the Senator from Nevada 
[Mr. CANNON], the Senator from Con
necticut [Mr. Donn], the Senator from 
Arizona [Mr. HAYDEN], the Senator from 
North Carolina [Mr. JORDAN], and the 
Senator from Washington [Mr. MAGNU
SON] are absent on official business. 

I also announce that the Senator 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. CLARK], the 
Senator from Mississippi [Mr. EASTLAND], 
the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. 
KENNEDY], the Senator from Wisconsin 
[Mr. NELSON], the Senator from Georgia 
[Mr. RussELLl, and the Senator from 
New Jersey [Mr. WILLIAMS] are neces
sarily absent. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from Pennsyl
vania CMr. CLA.RKl, the Senator from 
Massachusetts [Mr. KENNEDY], the Sena
tor from Wisconsin [Mr. NELSON], and 
the Senator from Nevada [Mr. CANNON] 
would each vote "yea." 

' jJ 

On this vote, the Senator from North 
Carolina [Mr. JORDAN] is paired with the 
Senator from New Jersey [Mr. WIL
LIAMS]. If present and voting, the Sena
tor from North Carolina would vote 
"nay" and the Senator from New Jersey 
would vote "yea." 

Mr. mCKENLOOPER. I announce 
that the Senator from Colorado [Mr. 
ALLOTT], the Senator from Kentucky 
[Mr. COOPER], the Senator from Illinois 
[Mr. DIRKSEN], the Senator from Oregon 
[Mr. HATFIELD], the Senator from New 
York [Mr. JAVTIS], the Senators from 
California [Mr. KUCHEL and Mr. 
MURPHY] and the Senator from Penn
sylvania [Mr. ScoTT] are necessarily ab
sent. 

If present and voting, the Senator 
from Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN], the Sena
tor from New York [Mr. JAVTIS], the 
Senators from California [Mr. KUCHEL 
and Mr. MURPHY] and the Senator from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. ScoTT] would each 
vote "yea." 

On this vote, the Senator from Oregon 
[Mr. HATFIELD] is paired with the Sena
tor from Colorado [Mr. ALLOTTJ. If pres
ent and voting, the Senator from Oregon 
would vote "yea" and the Senator from 
Colorado would vote "nay." 

The result was announced-yeas 54, 
nays 26, as follows: 

Ailten 
Anderson 
Baker 
Bartlett 
Ba.yh 
Bennett 
Bible 
Boggs 
Brewster 
Brooke 
Burdick 
Byrd, W. Va. 
Carlson 
Case 
Church 
Dominick 
Fong 
Fulbright 

Byrd, Va. 
Cotton 
Curtis 
Ellender 
Ervin 
Fannin 
Gore 
Gr11Hn 
Hansen 

Allott 
Cannon 
Clark 
Cooper 
Dirksen 
Dodd 
Eastland 

[No. 311 Leg.] 
YEAS-54 

Gruening 
Harris 
Hart 
Hartke 
Inouye 
Jackson 
Kennedy, N.Y. 
Long, Mo. 
Long, La.. 
McOarthy 
McGee 
McGovern 
Mcintyre 
Metcalf 
Miller 
Mondale 
Monroney 
Montoya. 

NAYS-26 
Hickenlooper 
Hill 
Holland 
Holllngs 
Hruska 
Jordan, Idaho 
Lausche 
McClellan 
Smathers 

Morse 
Morton 
Moss 
Mundt 
Muskie 
Pastore 
Pearson 
Pell 
Percy 
Prouty 
Proxmire 
Randolph 
Ribicoff 
Smith 
Symington 
Tydings 
Yarborough 
Young, Ohio 

Sparkman 
Spong 
Stenn1S 
Talmadge 
Thurmond 
Tower 
Williams, Del. 
Young, N. Dak. 

NOT VOTING-20 
Hatfield Mansfield 
Hayden Murphy 
Javits Nelson 
Jordan, N.C. Russell 
Kennedy, Mass. Scott 
Kuchel Wllliams, N.J. 
Magnuson 

So the bill CS. 699) was passed as 
follows: 

Be tt enacted by the Senate and House of 
Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That this 
Act may be cited as the "Intergovernmental 
Personnel Act of 1967". 

DECLARATION OF POLICY 

SEC. 2. The Congress hereby finds and de
clares-

That effective State and local governmental 
institutions are essential in the maintenance 
and development of the federal system in an 
increasingly complex and interdependent so
ciety; 

T.hat, since numerous governmental activi
ties administered by the State an(i local 

governments are related to national purpose 
and are financed in part by Federal funds, 
a national interest exists in a higher caliber 
of public service in State and local govern
ments; 

That the quality of public service at all 
levels of government can be improved. by 
the development of systems of personnel ad
ministration consistent with such merit 
principles as-

( 1) recruiting, selecting, and advancing 
employees on the basis of their relative abil
ity, knowledge, and skills, including open 
consideration of qualified applicants for ini
tial appointment; 

(2) providing equitable and adequate com
pensation; 

(3) training employees, as needed, to as
sure high-quality performance; 

( 4) retaining employees on the basis of the 
adequacy of their performance, correcting in
adequate performance, and separating em
ployees whose inadequate performance can
not be corrected; 

(5) assuring fair treatment of applicants 
and employees in all aspects of personnel 
administration without regard to political 
afllliation, race, color, national origin, sex, 
or religious creed and with proper regard for 
their privacy and constitutional rights as 
cl tizens; and 

(6) assuring that employees are protected 
against coercion for partisan political pur
poses and are prohibited from using their 
omcial authority for the purpose of interfer
ing with or affecting the result of an election 
or a nomination for omce; and 

That Federal financial and technical as
sistance to State and local governments for 
strengthening their personnel administration 
in a manner consistent with these principles 
is in the national interest. 

SEC. 3. The authorities provided by this 
Act shall be administered in such manner as 
to recognize fully the rights, powers, and re
sponsib111ties of State and local governments. 
TITLE I-DEVELOPMENT OF POLICIES 

AND STANDARDS 
DECLARATION OF PURPOSE 

SEC. 101. The purpose of this title is to 
provide for intergovernmental cooperation in 
the development of policies and standards 
for the administration of programs author
ized by this Act. 

ADVISORY COUNCIL 

SEC. 102. (a) Within one hundred and 
eighty days following the date of enactment 
of this Act, the President shall appoint, with
out regard to the provisions of title 5, United 
States Code, governing appointments in the 
competitive service, an advisory council on 
intergovernmental personnel policy. 

(b) The advisory council shall be com
posed primarily of omcials of the Federal 
Government and State and local govern
ments, but shall also include members se
lected from educational and training institu
tions or organizations, public employee orga
nizations, and the general public. At least 
half of the members shall be oftlcials of State 
and local governments. 

( c) It shall be the duty of the advisory 
council to study and make recommendations 
regarding personnel policies and programs 
for the purpose of-

( 1) improving the quality of public ad
ministration at all levels of government, 
particularly in connection with programs 
that are financed in whole or in part from 
Federal appropriations; 

(2) strengthening the capacity of State 
and local governments to deal with complex 
problems confronting all levels of govern
ment; 

(3) aldlng State and local governments ln 
training their professional, administrative, 
and technical employees and omcials; 

(4) aiding State and local governments. in 
developing systems of personnel adminis
tration that are responsive to, the goals and 
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needs of their programs and effective in at
tracting and retaining capable employees; 
and 

(5) facilitating temporary assignments of 
personnel between levels of government. 

(d) Members of the advisory council who 
are not regular full-time employees of the 
United States, while serving on the business 
of the council, including traveltime, are en
titled to receive compensation at rates not 
exceeding the daily rate for GS-18; and 
while so serving away from their homes or 
regular places of business, all members may 
be allowed travel expenses, including per 
diem in lieu of subsistence, as authorized by 
section 5703 of title 6, United States Code, 
for individuals in the Government service 
employed in termi tten tly. 

REPORTS OF ADVISORY COUNCU. 

SEC. 103. (a) The advisory council on in
tergovernmental personnel poller shall from 
time to time report to the President and to 
the Congress its findings and recommenda
tions. 

(b) Not later than eighteen months after 
its establishment, the advisory council shall 
submit an initial report on its activities, 
which shall include its views and recom
mendations on-

( 1) the feasibility and desirabUity of ex
tending merit system requirements to addi
tional Federal-State grant-in-aid programs: 

(2) the feasib111ty and desirab111ty of ex
tending merit system requirements to grant
in-aid programs of a Federal-local charac
ter; 

(3) appropriate standards for merit per
sonnel administration, where applicable, in
cluding those established by regulations 
with respect to existing Federal grant-in-aid 
programs: and 

(4) the feasib111ty and desirab111ty of 
financial and other incentives to encourage 
State and local governments in the develop
ment of comprehensive systems of personnel 
administration based on merit principles. 

( c) In transmitting to the Congress reports 
of the advisory council, the President shall 
submit to the Congress proposals of legisla
tion which he deems desirable to carry out 
the recommendations of the advisory 
council. 
TITLE II-STRENGTHENING STATE AND 

LOCAL PERSONNEL ADMINISTRATION 
DECLARATION OF PURPOSE 

SEC. 201. The purpose of thin title is to as
sist State and local governments to 
strengthen their staffs by improving their 
personnel administration. 
STATE GOVERNMENT AND STATEWIDE PROGRAMS 

AND GRANTS 

SEC. 202. (a) The United States Civil Serv
ice Commission (hereinafter referred to as 
the Commission) is authorized to make 
.grants to States for up to 50 per centum of 
the costs of developing and of carrying out 
programs or projects upon the certifiC81tlon 
of the Governor that those programs or 
projects are consistent with the applicable 
.principles set forth in clauses (1)-(6) of the 
.third paragraph of section 2 of this Act, to 
.strengthen State and local government per
sonnel administration and to furnish needed 
personnel administration services to local 
,governments in that State. Eighty per cen
tum of the gra.nts authorized by this section 
shall be apportioned on the basis of the dis
tribution formula set out in section 506, and 
funds shall not be transferable among the 
States. The remaining 20 per centum shall 
be distributed by the Commission to ap
plicants that the Commission finds meet the 
purposes of this Act and which it finds are 
consistent with the principles set forth in 
clauses (1)-(6) of the third paragraph of 
section 2. The authority provided by this 
section shall be employed in such a manner 
as to encourage innovation and allow for di
versity on the part of State and' local gov-

ernments in the design, execution, and man
agement of their own systems of personnel 
administration. 

(b) A grant authorized by section (a) 
of this section may be made to a State on 
application to the Commission at such time 
or times and containing such information as 
the Commission may prescribe. 

To be approved, the application shall
(1) provide for designation by the Gov

ernor or chief executive authority, of the 
State office that will have primary authority 
and responsibility for the development and 
administration of the approved program or 
project at the State level: 

(2) provide for the establishment of merit 
personnel administration where appropriate 
and the further improvement of existing 
systems based on merit principles; 

(3) provide for specific personnel admin
istration improvement needs of the State 
government and, to the extent appropriate, of 
the local governments in that State, in
cluding State personnel administration serv
ices for local governments; 

(4) provide assurance that the making of 
a Federal Government grant will not result 
in a reduction in relevant State or local gov
ernment expenditures or the substitution of 
Federal funds for State or local funds previ
ously made available for these purposes; and 

( 5) set forth clear and practicable actions 
for the improvement of particular aspects of 
personnel administration such as-

( A) establishment of statewide personnel 
systems of general or special functional cov
erage to meet the needs of urban, suburban, 
or rural governmental jurisdictions that are 
not able to provide sound career services, 
opportunities for advancement, adequate re
tirement and leave systems, and other career 
inducements to well-qualified professional, 
administrative, and technical personnel; 

(B) making State grants to local govern
ments to strengthen their staffs by improv
ing their personnel administration; 

(C) ·assesssment of State and local govern
ment needs for professional, administrative, 
and technical manpower, and the initiation 
of timely and appropriate action to meet 
such needs; 

(D) strengthening one or more major areas 
of personnel administration, such as re
cruitment and selection, training and de
velopment, and pay administration; 

(E) undertaking research and demonstra
tion projects to develop and apply better 
personnel administration techniques, includ
ing both projects conducted by State and lo
cal government staffs and projects conducted 
by colleges or universities or other appropri
ate nonprofit organizations under grants or 
contracts: 

(F) strengthening the recruitment, selec
tion, assignment, and development of handi
capped persons, women, and members of dis
advantaged groups whose capacities are not 
being utllized fully; 

(G) achieving the most effective use of 
scarce professional, administrative, and tech
nical manpower; and 

(H) intergovernmental cooperation in per
sonnel administration, with respect to such 
matters as recruiting, examining, pay studies, 
training, education, personnel interchange, 
manpower utilization, and fringe benefits. 
LOCAL GOVERNMENT PROGRAMS AND GRANTS 

SEC. 203. (a) The Commission ls author
ized to make grants to general local govern
ments, or combinations of such governments, 
that serve a population of fifty thousand or 
more, for up to 50 per centum of the cost of 
developing or carrying out programs and 
projects upon the certification of the Gover
nor that those programs or projects are con
sistent with the applicable principles set 
forth in clauses (1)-(6) of the third para
graph of section 2 of this Act, to strengthen 
the personnel administration of such govern
ments. Such a grant may be made only if, at 

the time of the submission of an application, 
the State concerned does not then currently 
have an approved application for a grant pro
Viding adequately for assistance in strength
ening the personnel administration of that 
local government or combination of local 
governments. However, such a grant, except 
as provided in subsection (b) (1) of this sec
tion, may not be made until the expiration 
of one year from the effective date of· the 
grant provisions, as provided in section 513 
of this Act. 

(b) A grant authorized by subsection (a) 
of this section may be made to a general local 
government or combination of local govern
ments on application to the Commission at 
such time or times and containing such in
formation as the Commission may prescribe. 
To be approved, the application must meet 
requirements similar to those established 
in section 202(b) of this Act for a State ap
plication for a grant, unless any such re
quirement is specifically waived by the Com
mission, and the requirements of subsection 
(c) of this section. Such grants may cover 
the costs of developing the program or proj
ect covered by the application. The Commis
sion may-

(1) waive, at the request of a general local 
government or combination of such govern
ments, the one-year waiting period, unless 
the State concerned declares, within ninety 
days from the effective date of the grant 
provisions, as proVided in section 513 of this 
Act, an intent to file an application for a 
grant that w111 include the local government 
or governments: and 

(2) make grants to general local govern
ments, or combinations of such governments, 
that serve a population of less than fifty 
thousand if it finds that such grants will 
help meet essential needs in programs or 
projects of national interest and will assist 
general local governments experiencing spe
cial problems in personnel administration re
lated to such programs or projects. 

(c) An application to be submitted to the 
Commission under subsection (b) of this 
section shall first be submitted by the gen
eral local government or governments to the 
State office designated under section 202 (b) 
( 1) of this Act for review, except that, if 
no State office has been so designated, such 
application shall be submitted to the Gov
ernor for his review. Any comments and 
recommendations of the State office or of 
the Governor and a statement by the gen
eral local government or governments that 
such comments and recommendations have 
been considered prior to its formal submis
sion will accompany the application to the 
Commission. However, the application need 
not be accompanied by such comments and 
recommendations and by such a statement 
if the general local government or govern
ments certify that the application has been 
before the State office or the Governor, as 
the case may be, for review for •- period of 
sixty days without comments or recom
mendations on the application being made 
by that office. 
INTERGOVERNMENTAL COOPERATION IN RE-

CRUITING AND EXAMINING 

SEC. 204. (a) The Commission may join, 
on a shared-costs basis, with State and local 
governments in cooperative recruiting and 
examining activities under such procedures 
and regulations as may jointly be agreed 
upon. 

(b) The Commission also may, on the 
written request of a State or local govern
ment and under such procedures as may be 
jointly agreed upon, certify to such govern
ments from appropriate Federal registers the 
names of potential employees. The State or 
local government making the request shall 
pay the Commission for the costs, as deter
mined by the Commission, of performing the 
service, and such payments shall be cred
ited to the appropriation or fund from which 
the expenses were or are to be paid. 
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TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE 

SEC. 205. The Commission may furnish 
technical advice and assistance, on request, 
to State and general local governments seek
ing to improve their systems of personnel 
administration. The Commission may accept 
from such governments payments, in whole 
or in part, for the costs of furnishing such 
assistance. All such payments shall be 
credited to the appropriation or fund from 
which the expenses were or are to be paid. 

COORDINATION OF FEDERAL PROGRAMS 

SEC. 206. The Commission, after eomsulta
tion with other agencies concerned, shal' -

( 1) coordinate the personnel administra
tion support and technical assistance given 
to Stwte and local governments and tbe sup
port given State programs or projects to 
strengthen local government personnel ad
ministration, including the furnishing of 
needed personnel administration services and 
technical assistance, under authority of this 
Act with any such support given under other 
Federal programs; and 

(2) make such arrangements, including 
the collection, maintenance, an(: dissemi
nation of data on grants for strengthening 
State and local government personnel ad
ministration and on grants to States for 
furnishing needed personnel admiajstration 
services and technical assistance to local 
governments, as needed to avoid duplica
tion and insure consistent administration of 
relawd Federal activities. 

INTERSTATE COMPACTS 

SEC. 207. The consent of the Congress 
is hereby given to any two or more States 
to enter into compacts or other agreements, 
not in conflict with any law of the United 
States, for cooperative efforts and mutual as
sistance (including the establishment of ap
propriate agencies) in connection with the 
development and administration of person
nel and training programs for employees and 
omcials of State and local governments. 

TRANSFER OF FUNCTIONS 

SEC. 208. (a) There are hereby transferred 
to the Commission all functions, powers, and · 
duties of-

(1) the Secretary of Agriculture under 
section lO(e) (2) of the Food Stamp Act of 
1964 (7 U.S.C. 2019(e) (2)); 

(2) the Secretary of Labor under-
(A) the Act of June 6, 1933, as amended 

(29 U.S.C. 49 et seq.); and . 
( B) section 303 (a) ( 1) of the Social $e.:. 

curity Act (42 u.s.c. 503(a) (1)); 
(3) the Secretary of Health, Education, and 

Welfare under-
(A) section 134(a) (6) and 204(a) (6) of 

the Mental Retardation Facilities and Com
munity Health Centers Construction Act of 
1963 (42 U.S.C. 2674(a) (6) and 2684(a) (6)); 

(B) section 303(a).(5) of the Older Ameri
cans Act of 1965 (42 U.S.C. 3023(a) (5)); 

(C) sections 314 (a) (2) (F) and (d) (2) (F) 
and 604(a) (8) of- the Public Health Service 
Act (42 U.S.C. 246 (a) (2) (F) and (d) (2) (F) 
and 29ld(a) (8)); and 

(D) sections 2(a) (5), 402(a) (5), 503(a) 
(3), 513(a) (3), 1002(a) (5), 1402(a) (5), 1062 
(a) (5), and 1902(a) (4), of tlle Social Se
curity Act (42 U.S.C. 302(a) (5), 602(a) (5), 
703(a) (3), 713(a) (3), 1202(a) (5). 1352(a) 
(5), 1382(a) (5), and 1396(a) (4)); and 

( 4) any other department, agency, omce, or 
otllcer (other than the President) under any 
other provision of law or regulation appli
cable to a program of grant-in-aid that 
specifically requires the establishment and 
maintenance o! personnel standards on a 
:merit basis with respect to the program; 
insofar as the functions, powers, and duties 
relate to the prescpption of personnel stand
ards on a merit basis. 

(b) The Commission shall-
( 1) provide consultation arid technical ad

vice and assistance ;to State and local govei;n
ments to ~~d: them .in co~~l~ng' wltp ~tand-

ards prescribed by th,e Commission under 
subsection (a) of this section; and 

(2) advise Federal agencies administering 
programs of grants or financial assistance as 
to the fl,pplication of required personnel ad
ministration standards, and recommend and 
coordinate the taking of such actions by the 
Federal agencies as the Commission considers 
will most effectively carry out the purpose of 
this title. 

(c) So much of the personnel, property, 
records, and unexpend balances of appro
priations, allocations, and other funds of any 
Federal agency employed, used, held, avail
able, or to be made available in connection 
with the functions, powers, and duties vested 
in the Commission by this section as the 
Director of the Bureau of the Budget shall 
determine shall be transferred to the Com
mission at such time or times as the Director 
shall direct. 

( d) Personnel standards prescribed by 
Federal agencies under laws and regulations 
referred to in subsection (a) of this section 
shall continue in effect until modified or 
superseded . by standards prescribed by the 
Oommission under subsection (a) of this 
section. , 

( e) Any standards or regulations estab
lished pursuant to the provisions of this sec
tion shall be such as to encourage innovation 
and allow for diversity on the part of State 
and local governments in the design, execu
tion, and management of their own individ
ual systems of }:~rsonnel administration. 

(f) Nothing in this section or in section 
202 or 203 of this Act shall be construed to-

( 1) authorize any agency or official of the 
Federal Government to exercise any author
ity, direction, or control over the selection, 
assignment, advancement, retention, com
pensation, or other personnel action with re
spect to any individual State or local 
employee; 

(2) authqrize the application of personnel 
standards on a merit basis to the teaching 
personnel of educational institutions or 
school systems; 

(3) 'prevent participation by employees or 
employee organizations in the formulation of 
policies and procedures affecting the condi
tions of their employment, subject to the 
laws and ordinances of the State or local 
government concerned; 

(4) require or request any State or local 
government employee to disclose his· race, 
religi.on, or national origin, or the race, re
ligion, or na~ional origin, of any of his 
forebears; 

(5) require or request any State or local 
government emplbyee, or any person applying 
for employment as a State or local govern
ment employee, to submit to any interroga
tion or examination or to take any psycho
logical test or any polygraph test which is 
designed to elici.t from him information 
concerning his personal relationship with 
any person connected with him by blood 
or marriage, or concerning his religious be
liefs or practices, or concerning his attitude 
or conduct with respect to sexual matters; 
or 

(6) require or request any State or local 
government employee to participa.te in any 
way in any activities or undertakings unless 
such activities· or undertakings are related 
to the performance of official duties to which 
he is or may be assigned or to the develop
ment of skills, knowledge, or ab111tles w,hlch 
qualify him for the performance of such 
duties. 

(g) This section shall become effective 
sixty days after the date of enactment of 
this Act. 

TITLE Ill-TRAINING -AND DEVELOPING 
STATE AND LOCAL EMPLOYEES · 

DECLARATION' OF PURPOSE 

S~. 301. 'The pUrp!'.>se : of this title is to 
s¥-en~then the training anq c;J.eveloP.ment of 
State ang lopal g~ve~~~t 1 employees and 

omcials, particularly in professional, admin
istrative, and technical fields. 
ADMISSION TO FEDERAL EMPLOYEE TRAINING. 

PROGRAMS 

SEc. 302. (a) In accordance with such con
ditions as may be prescribed by the head of 
the Federal agency concerned, a Federal 
agency may admit State and local govern
ment employees and officials to agency train
ing programs established for Federal pro
fessional, administrative, or technical per
sonnel. 

(b) Federal agencies are authorized to re
ceive payments from, or on behalf of, State
and local governments for the costs of train
ing provided under this section, and to enter 
into agreemenra with them for this purpose. 
The head of the Federal agency concerned 
may waive all or part of such payments. 
Payments received by the Federal agency 
concerned for training under this section 
shall be credited to the appropriation or 
fund used for paying the training costs. 

( c) The Commission may use appropria
tions authorized by this Act to pay the addi
tional developmental or overhead costs that. 
are incurred by reason of admittance of State 
and local government employees to Federal 
training courses and to reimburse other Fed
eral agencies for such costs. 
TRAINING OF PERSONNEL ENGAGED IN GRANT-IN

AID PROGRAMS 

SEC. 303. (a) Any Federal agency adminis
tering a program of grants or financial as
sistance to State or local governments may-

( 1) establish, provide, and conduct train
ing programs ~or employees and officials of 
State and local governments who have re
sponsibilities related to the federally aided 
program, and, to the same extent provided 
in section 302 (b) of this Act, receive or waive 
payments · for such trainin~ and credit any 
such payments to the appropriation or fund 
used for paying the training costs; and 

(2) authorize State and local govern
ments-

(A) from Federal funds available for State 
or local program administration expenses 
under grants or financial assistance; or 

(B) from other Federal grant or financial 
assistance funds when so provided in appro
priation or other Acts; 
to establisn, conduct, provide, and support 
training and education programs for their 
employees and officials who have responsi
bilities related to the federally aided program, 
including internship, work-study, fellowship, 
and similar programs if approved by the 
Federal agency concerned, provided that full
time, graduate-level education supported 
under this subsection shall be consistent 
with provisions made for Government Service 
Fellowships under section 306 of this Act. 

(b) The State or local government con
cerned shall-

( 1) in accordance with eligibility criteria 
prescribed by the Federal agency concerned, 
select the individual employees and officials 
to receive education and training in pro
grams established under this section; and 

(2) during the period of the education or 
training, continue the full salary of the em
ployee or official concerned and normal em
ployment benefits such as credit fo.r seniority: 
leave accrual, retire:tnent, and insurance. · 

GRANTS TO STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS FOR 
TRAINING 

S;Ec. 304. (a) If in its judgment training ls 
not adequa~ly provided for under. grant-in
aid or other statutes, the Commission is 
autl;lorized to make grants to State and gen
eral local governments for up to 50 .per 
centum of tb,e cost of developing and carry
ing out training and· education programs, 
for. their professional, administrative, and 
technical employees and omcials, which the 
Comm.Ission finds are consistent with the 
applicable pri~ciples set for~h i:p clauaes (1)
( 6) of the third .paragraph pf sectµ>n 2 of 
this , AC?t. !3uch,_grai;its may not be useti to 
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cover costs of full-time graduate-level study, 
provided for in section 306 of this Act, or the 
costs of the construction or acquisition of 
training facilities. The State and local gov
ernment share of the cost of developing and 
carrying out training and education plans 
and programs may include, but shall not 
consist solely of, the reasonable value of fa
cmties and of supervisory and other personal 
services made available by such governments. 
The authority provided by this section shall 
be employed in such a manner as to en
courage innovation and allow for diversity on 
the part of State and local governments in 
developing and carrying out training and 
education programs for their personnel. 

(b) A grant authorized by subsection (a) 
of this section may be made to a State on 
application to the Commission at such time 
or times and containing such information as 
the Commission may prescribe. To be ap
proved, the application must meet require
ments established by this subsection unless 
any requirement is specifically waived by 
the Commission. Such grant to a State, or 
to a general local government under sub' 
section ( c) of this section, may cover the 
costs of developing the program covered by 
the application. The program covered by the 
application shall-

( 1) provide for designation, by the Gov
ernor ol" chief executive authority, of the 
State oftlce that will have primary authority 
and responsibility for the development and 
administration of the program at the State 
level; · 

(2) provide, to the extent feasible, for co
ordination with relevant training available 
under or supported by other Federal Govern
ment programs or grants; 

(3) provide for training needs of the State 
government and of local governments in that 
State; 

(4) provide, to the extent feasible, for 
intergovernmental cooperation in employee 
training matters, especially within metro
politan or regional areas; and 

(5) provide assurance that the making of 
a Federal Government grant will not result 
in a reduction in relevant State or local gov
ernment expenditures or the substitution of 
Federal funds for State or local funds previ
ously made available for these purposes. 

(c) A grant authorized by subsecti-0n (a) 
of this section may be made to a general 
local government, or a combination of such 
governments, that serves a population of 
fifty thousand or more only if, at the time 
of the submission of an application, the 
State concerned does not then currently have 
an approved aipplication for a grant provid
ing adequately for training of employees of 
that local government or combination of 
local governments. However, such a grant 
except as further provided in this subsection, 
may not be made until the expiration of 
one year from the effective date of the grant 
provisions of this Act. To be approved, an 
application for a grant under this subsection 
must meet requirements similar to those es
tablished ln subsection (b) of this section 
for State applications, unless any such re
quirement ls specifically waived by the Com
missi-0n, and the requirements of subsection 
(d) of this section. The Commission may-

(1) waive, at the request of a general 
local government or a combination of such 
governments, the one-year waiting period 
provided under subsection (c) of this section· 
unless the State concerned declares, within 
ninety days from the effective date of the 
grant provisions of this Act, an intent to file 
an application for a grant that will provide 
training for employees of the general local 
government or governments; and 

(2) make grants to general local govern
ments, or combinations of such governments 
that serve a population of less than fifty 
thousand if it finds that such grants will 
help meet essential needs in programs of 
national interest and will assist general local 

•' ' 

governments experiencing special needs for 
personnel training and education related to 
such programs or projects. 

(d) An application to be submitted to the 
Commission under subsection · ( c) of this 
section shall first be submitted by the general 
local government or governments to the 
State oftlce designated under section 304 
(b) (1) of this Act for review, except that, if 
no State oftlce has been so designated, such 
application shall be submitted to the Gov
ernor for his review. Any comments and 
recommendations of the State oftlce and a 
statement by the general local government 
or governments that such comments and 
recommendations have been considered prior 
to its formal submission will accompany the 
application to the Commission. However, the 
application need not be accompanied by such 
comments and recommendations and by such 
a statement 1f the general local government 
or governments certify that the application 
has been before the State oftlce or the Gov
ernor, as the case may be, for review for a 
period of sixty days without comments or 
recommendations on the application being 
made by that oftlce. 

GRANTS TO OTHER ORGANIZATIONS 
SEC. 305. (a) The Commission is author

ized to make grants to other organizations 
to pay up to 50 per centum of the costs of 
providing training to professional, adminis
trative, or technical employees and oftlcials 
of State or local governments if the Com
mission-

(1) finds substantial State and local gov
ernment interest in the proposed program; 
and 

(2) approves the program as meeting such 
requirements as may be prescribed by the 
Commission in its regulations pursuant to 
this Act. 

(b) For the purpose of this section "other 
organization" means-

( 1) a national, regional, statewide, area
wide, or metropolitan organization, repre
senting member State or local governments; 

(2) an association of State or local public 
Dftlcials; or 

(3) a nonprofit organization one of whose 
principal functions is to offer professional 
advisory, research, development, educational 
or related services to governments. 

GOVERNMENT SERVICE FELLOWS~IPS 
SEC. 306 . . (a) The Commission is autho;r

ized to make grants to State and general 
local governments to support programs ap
proved by the Commission for providing Gov
ernment Service Fellowships for State and 
local government personnel. The grantS may 
cover-

( 1) the necessary costs of the fellowship 
reeipient's books, travel, and transportation, 
and such related expenses as may be author
ized by the Commission; 

(2) reimbursement to the State or local 
government for not to exceed one-fourth of 
the salary of each fellow during the period of 
the fellowship; and 

(3) payment to the educational institu
tions involved not in excess of $3,000 per 
academic year for each fellow less any 
amount charged the fellow for tuition and 
nonrefundable fees and deposits. 

(b) Fellowships awarded under this &ec
tion may not exceed two years of full-time 
graduate-level study for professional, admin
istrative, and technical employees. The regu
lations of the Commission shall include eli
gibility criteria for the selection of fellowship 
recipients by State and local governments. 

(c) The State or local government ' con
cerned shall-

(1) select the individual recipients of the 
fellowships; ~ 

(2) during the period of the fellowship, 
continue the full salary of the recipient and 
normal employment benefits such as credit 
for seniority, leave accrual, retirement, and 
insurance; and 

'•I 

(3) make appropriate plans for the utiliza
tion and continuation in public service of 
employees completing fellowships and outline 
such plans in the application for the grant. 

COORDINATIO?oJ OF FEDERAL PROGRAMS 
SEC. 307. The Commission, after consulta

tion with other agencies concerned, shall-
( 1) prescribe regulations concerning ad

ministration of training for employees and 
oftlcials of State and local governments pro
vided for in this title, including require
ments for coordination of and reasonable 
consistency in such training programs; 

(2) coordinate the training support given 
to State and local governments under au
thority of this Act with training support 
given such governments under other Federal 
programs; and 

(3) make such arrangements, including 
the collection and maintenance of data on 
training grants and programs, as may be 
necessary to avoid duplication of programs 
providing for training and to insure consist
ent administration of related Federal train
ing activities. 

TITLE IV-MOBILITY OF FEDERAL, 
STATE, AND LOCAL EMPLOYEES 

DECLARATION OF PURPOSE 
SEC. 401. The purpose of this title is to 

provide for the temporary assignment of per
sonnel between the Federal Government and 
State and local governments and institu
tions of higher education. 
AMENDMENTS TO TITLE 5, UNITED STATES CODE 

SEc. 402 (a) Chapter 33 of title 5, United 
States Code, is amended by inserting the 
following new subchapter at the end there
of: 

"SUBCHAPTER VI-ASSIGNMENTS TO AND 
FROM STATES 

"§ 3371. Definitions 
"For the purpose of this subchapter
" ( 1) 'State' means--
"(A) a State of the United States the 

District of Columbia, the Commonwealth of 
Puerto Rlco, and a territory or possession of 
the United States: and 

"(B) an instrumentality or authority of a 
State or States as defined in clause (A) of 
this paragraph (1) and a Federal-State au
thority or instrumentality; and 

"(2) 'local government' means-
.. (A) any political subdivision, instru

mentality or authority of a State or States 
as defined in clause (A) of paragraph (1) · 
and ' 

"(B) any general or special purpose 
agency of such a political subdivision in-
strumentality, or authority. ' 
"§ 3372. General provisions 

"(a) On request from or with the con
currence of a State or local government, and 
with the consent of the employee concerned, 
the head of an Executive agency may ar
range for the assignment of-

"(1) an employee of his agency to a State 
or local government; and 

"(2) an employee of a State or local gov
ernment to his agency; 
for work of mutual concern to his agency 
and the State or local government that he 
determines will be beneficial to both. The 
period of an assignment under this subchap
ter may not exceed 2 years. However, the 
head of an Executive agency may extend the 
period qf assignment for not more than 2' 
additional years. . 

"(b) This subchapter is authority for and 
applies to the assignment of-

"(1) an employee of an Executive agency 
to an institution of ,higher education; and 

"(2) an employee of an Institution o~ 
higher education to an Executive agency. 
"§ 3373. Assignment of employees to State or 

local governments 
"(a) An employee of an Executive agency 

assigned to a State or local government under 
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this subchapter is deemed, during the as
signment, to be either- ' 

" ( 1) on detail to a regular work assign
ment in his agency; or 

"(2) on leave without pay from his posi
tion in the agency. 
An employee assigned either on detail or on 
leave without pay remains an employee of 
his agency. The Federal Tort Claims Act and 
any other Federal tort liabllity statute apply 
to an employee so assigned. The supervision 
of the duties of an employee on detail may be 
governed by agreement between the Execu
tive agency and the State or local govern
ment concerned. 

"(b)" The assignment of an employee of an 
Executive agency either on detail or on leave 
without pay , to a State or local government 
under this subchapter may be made with or 
without reimbursment by the State or local 
government for the travel and transporta
tion expenses to or from the place of assign
ment and for the pay or supplemental pay 
or a part thereof, of the employee during 
assignment. Any reimbursements shall be 
credited to the appropriation of the Execu
tive agency used for paying the travel and 
transportation expenses or pay. 

" ( c) For an employee so assigned a.nd on 
leave without pay-

" (1) if the rate of pay for his employment 
by the State or lbeal government is less than 
the rate of pay he would have received had 
he continued in his regular assignment in the 
agency, he is entitled to receive supplemental 
pay from the agency in an amount equal to 
the ditference between the State or local gov
ernment rate and the agency rate; 

"(2) he is entitled to annual and sick 
leave to the same extent as if he had con
tinued in his regular assignment in the 
agency; and 

"(3) he is entitled, not withstanding other 
statutes-

" (A) to continuation of his insurance 
under chapter 87 of this title, and coverage 
under chapter 89 of this title or other ap
plicable authority, so long as he pays cur
rently into the Employee's Life Insurance 
Fund and the Employee's Health Benefits 
Fund or other applicable health benefits sys
tem (through his employing agency) the 
amount of the employee contributions; 

"(B) to credit the period of his assignment 
under this subchapter toward periodic step
increases, retention, and leave accrual pur
poses, and, on payment into the Civil Serv
ice Retirement and Disabil1ty Fund or other 
applicable retirement system of the percent
age of his State or local government pay, and 
of his supplemental pay, if any, that would 
have been deducted from a like agency pay 
for the period of the assignment and pay
ment by the Executive agency into the fund 
or system of the amount that would have 
been payable by the agency during the period 
of the assignment with respect to a like 
agency pay, to treat (notwithstanding sec
tion 8348(g) of this title) his service during 
that period as service of the type performed 
in the agency immediately before his assign
ment; and 

"(C) for the purpose of subchaptel' I of 
chapter 85 of this title, to credit the service 
performed during the period of his assign
ment under this subchapter as Federal serv
ice, and to consider his State or local govern
ment pay (and his supplemental pay, 1f 
any) as Federal wages. To the extent that 
the service could also be the basis for en
titlement to unemployment compensation 
under a State law, the employee may elect 
to clalm unemployment compensation on 
the basis of the service under either the 
State law or subchapter I of chapter 85 of 
this title. 
However, an employee or his beneficiary may 
not receive benefits referred to in sub.para
graphs (A) and (B) of this paragraph (3), 
based on service during an assignment under 
this subchapter for which the employee or, if 
he dies without making such an election, his 

beneficiary elects to receive benefits, under 
ariy State or local government retirement or 
insurance la.w or program, which the Civil 
Service Commission determines to be similar. 
The Executive agency shall deposit cUJl'l'ently 
in the Employee's Life Insurance F1md, the 
Employee's Health Benefits Fund or other 
applicable health benefits system, respec
tively, the amount of the Government's con
tributions on account of service with respect 
to which employee contributions are col
lected as provided in subparagraphs (A) and 
(B) of this paragraph (3). 

"(d) (1) An 'employee so assigned and on 
leave without pay who dies or sutfers dis
ability as a result Of personal injury sus
tained while in the performance of his duty 
during an assignment under this subchapter 
shall be treated, for the purpose of subchap
ter I of chapter 81 of this title, as though 
he were an employee as defined by section 
8101 of this title who had sustained the in
jury in the performance of duty. When an 
employee (or his dependents in case of 
death) entitled by reason of injury or death 
to benefits under subchapter I of chapter 81 
of this title is also entitled to benefits from 
a State or local government for the same 
injury or death, he (or his dependents in 
case of death) shall elect which benefits he 
will receive. The election shall be made with
in 1 year after the injury or death, ,or such 
further time as the Secretary of Labor may 
allow for reasonable cause shown. When 
made, the election is irrevocable unless other
wise provided by law. 

"(2) An employee who elects to receive 
benefits from a State or local government 
may not receive an annuity under subchap
ter II of chapter 83 of this title and benefits 
from the state or local government for 
injury or disability to himself covering the 
same period of time. This provision does 
not-

"(A) bar the right of a claimant to the 
greater benefit conferred by either the State 
or local government or subchapter III of 
chapter 83 of this title for any part of the 
same period of time; 

"(B) deny to an employee an annuity ac
cruing to him under subchapter III of chap
ter 83 of this title on account of service 
performed by him; or 

"(C) deny any concurrent benefit to him 
from the State or local government on ac
count of the death of another individual. 
"§ 3374. Assignments of employees from State 

or local governments 
"(a) An employee of a State or local gov

ernment who is assigned to an Executive 
agency under an arrangement under this 
subchapter may-

" ( 1) be appointed in the Executive agency 
without regard to the provisions of this title 
governing appointment in the competitive 
service for the agreed period of the assign
ment; or 

"(2) be deemed on detail to the Executive 
agency. 

"(b) An employee given an appointment 
is entitled to pay in accordance with chap
ter 51 and subchapter III of chapter 53 of 
this title or other applicable law, and is 
deemed an employee of the Executive agency 
for all purposes except-

" ( 1) subchapter III of chapter 83 of this 
title or other applicable retirement system; 

"(2) chapter 87 of this title; and 
"(3) chapter 89 of this title or other ap

plicable health benefits system unless his 
appointment results in the loss of coverage 
in a group health benefits plan the premium 
of which has been paid in whole or in part 
by a State or local government contribution. 

"(c) During the period of assignment, a 
State or local government employee on detail 
to an Executive agency-

" ( 1) is not enti tied to pay from the agency; 
" ( 2) ls deemed an employee of the agency 

for the purpose of chapter 73 of this title, 
sections 203, 205, 207, 208, 209, 602, 603, 606, 
607, 643, 654, 1905, and 1913 of title 18, section 

638a of title 31, and the Federal Tort Claims 
Act and any other Federal tort 11ab111ty 
statute; and 

"(3) is subject to such regulations as the 
President may prescribe. 
'Ille supervision of the duties of such an 
employee may be governed by agreement be
tween the Executive agency and the State 
ot local government concerned. A detail of a 
State or local government employee to an 
Executive ageooy may be made with or with
out reimbursement by the Executive agency 
for the pay, or a part thereof, of the employee 
during the period of assignment. 

"(d) A State or local government employee 
who ts given an appointment in an Executive 
agency for the period of the assignment or 
who ts on detail to an Executive agency and 
who sutfers disability or dies as a result of 
personal injury sustained while in the per
formance of his duty during · the as~ignment 
shall be treated, for the purpose of sub
chapter I of chapter 81 of this title, as 
though he were an employee as defined by 
section 8101 of this title who had sustained 
the injury in the performance of duty. When 
an employee (or his dependents in case of 
death) entitled by reason of injury or death 
to benefits under subchapter I of chaipter 81 
of this title is also entitled to benefits from 
a State or local government for the same 
injury or death, he (or his dependents in 
case of death) shall elect which benefits he 
will receive. The election shall be made with
in 1 year after the injury or death, or such 
further time as the Secretary of Labor may 
allow for reasonable cause shown. When 
made, the election ls irrevocable unless other
wise provided by law. 

"(e) If a State or local government fails 
to continue the employer's contribution to 
State or local government retirement, life 
insurance, and health benefit plans for a 
State or local government employee who is 
given an appointment in an Executive 
agency, the employer's contributions cover
ing the State or local g.overnment employee's 
period of assignment, or any part thereof, 
may be made from the approprla tlons of the 
Executive agency concerned. 
"§ 3375. Travel expenses 

"(a) Appropriations of an Executive agency 
are available to pay, or reimburse, a Federal 
or State or local government employee in ac
cordance with-

" ( 1) subchapter I of chapter 57 of this 
title, for the expenses of-

"(A) travel and per diem inBtead of sub
sistence to and from the assignment loca
tion; 

"(B) per diem instead of subsistence at 
the assignment location during the period of 
the assignment; and 

"(C) travel and per diem instead of sub-· 
sistence while traveling on official business 
away from his designated post of duty during 
the assignment when the head of the Execu
tive agency considers the travel in the inter
est of the United States; 

"(2) section 5724 of this title, for the ex
penses of transportation of his immediate 
family and of his household goods and per
sonal etfects to and from the assignment 
location; 

"(3) section 5724a(a) (1) of this title, for 
the expenses of per diem allowances for the 
immediate family of the employee to and 
from the assignment location; 

"(4) section 5724a(a) (3) of this title, for 
subsistence expenses of the employee and his 
immediate family while occuping temporary 
quarters at the assignment location and on 
return to his former post of duty; and 

"(5) section 5726(c) of this title, for the 
expenses of nontemporary storage of house
hold goods and personal effects in connection 
with assignment at an isolated location. 

"(b) Expenses specified in subsection (a) 
of this section, other than those in para
graph (1) (C), may not be allowed in connec
tion with the assignment of a Federal or 
State or local government employee under 
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this subchapter, unless and until the em
ployee agrees in writing to complete the en
tire period of his assignment or 1 year, which
ever is shorter, unless separated or reassigned 
for reasons beyond his control that are ac
ceptable to. the Executive agency concerned. 
If the employee violates the agreement, the 
money spent by the United States for these 
expenses is recoverable from the employee as 
a debt due the United States. The head of 
the Executive agency concerned may waive in 
whole or in part a right of recovery under 
this subsection With respect to a State or 
local government employee on assignment 
with the agency. 

"(c) Appropriations of an Executive agency 
are available to pay expenses under section 
5742 of this title With respect to a Federal 
or State or local government employee as
signed under this subchapter. 
"§ 3376. Regulations 

"The President may prescribe regulations 
for the administrtaion of this subchapter." 

(b) The analysis of chapter 33 of title 5, 
United States Code, is amended by inserting 
the following at the end thereof: 
"SUBCHAPTER VI-ASSIGNMENTS TO AND FROM 

STATES 
"Sec. 
"3371. Definitions. 
"3372. General provisions. 
"3373. Assignments of employees to State or 

local governments. 
"3374. Assignments of employees from State 

or local governments. 
"3375. Travel expenses. 
"3376. Regulations." 

REPEAL OF SPECIAL A'OTHORITIES 

SEC. 403. The Act of August 2, 1956, as 
amended (7 U.S.C. 1881-1888), section 507 of 
the Act of April 11, 1965 (20 U.S.C. 867), and 
section 314(f) of the Public Health Service 
Act (42 U.S.C. 246(f)) (less applicab111ty to 
commissioned officers of the Public Health 
Service) are hereby repealed. 

SEc. 404. This title shall become ettective 
sixty days after the date of enactment of 
this Act. 

TITLE V-GENERAL PROVISIONS 
DECLARATION OF PURPOSE 

SEC. 501. The purpose of this title is to 
provide for the general administration of 
titles I, II, III, and V of this Act (hereinafter 
referred to as "this Act") , and to provide 
for the establishment of certain advisory 
committees. 

DEFINITIONS 

SEc. 502. For the purpose of this Act-
( 1) "Commission" means the United States 

Civil Service Commission; 
(2) "Federal agency" means an executive 

department, mmta.ry department, independ
ent establishment, or agency in the execu
tive branch of the Government of the United 
States, including Government owned or con
trolled corporations; 

(3) "State" means a State of the United 
States, the District of Columbia, the Com
monwealth of Puerto Rico, and a territory or 
possession of the United States, and includes 
interstate and Federal-interstate agencies 
but does not include the governments of the 
political subdivisions of a State; and 

(4) "local government" means a city, 
town, county, or other subdivision or district 
of a State, including agencies, instrumentali
ties, and authorities of any of the fore
going and any combination of such units 
or combination of such units and a State. 
A "general local government" means a city, 
town, county, or comparable general-pur
pose political subdivision of a State. 

GENERAL ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS 

SEC. 503. (a) Unless otherwise specifically 
provided, the Commission shall administer 
this · Act. 

( b) The Commission shall furnish such 
advice and assistance to State and local gov-
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ernments as may be necessary to carry out 
the purposes of this Act. 

(c) In the performance of, and With re
spect to, the functions, powers, and duties 
vested in it by this Act, the COmmission 
may-

( 1) issue such standards and regulations ~ 
as may be necessary to carry out the purposes 
of this Act; 

(2) consent to the modification of any 
contract entered into pursuant to this Act, 
such consent being subject to any specific 
limitations of this Act; 

(3) include in any contract made pursuant 
to this Act such covenants, conditions, or 
provisions as it deeins necessary to assure 
that the purposes of this Act will be 
achieved; and 

( 4) utilize the services and fac111ties of 
any Federal agency, any State or local gov
ernment, and any other public or nonprbfit 
agency or institution, on a reimbursable 
basis or otherwise, in accordance With agree
ments between the Commission and the head 
thereof. 

(d) In the performance of, and With re
spect to the functions, powers, and duties 
vested in it by this Act, the Commission-

( l) may collect information from time to 
time with respect to State and local govern
ment training programs and personnel ad
ministration improvement programs and 
projects under this Act, and make such in
formation available to interested groups, or
gan1zations, or agencies, public or private; 

(2) may conduct such research and make 
such evaluation as needed for the efficient 
administration of this Act; and 

(3) shall include in its annual report, a 
report of the adininistration of this Act. 

( e) The provis,ions of this Act are not a 
Mmita.tion on existing authorities under 
other statutes but are in addition to any 
such authorities, unless otherwise specifically 
provided in this Act. 

REPORTING REQ't1IRE114ENTS 

SEC. 504. A State or local government otllce 
des1.gnated to administer a program or project 
under this Act shall make reports and eval
uations in such form, at such times, and con
taining such information concerning the 
status and application of Federal funds and 
the operation of the approved program or 
project as the Commission may require, and 
shall keep and make available such records 
as may be required by the COmmission for 
the verification of such reports and evalua
tions. 

REVIEW AND AUDIT 

SEC. 505. The Commission, the head of the 
Federal agency concerned, and the Comp
troller General of the United States, or any 
of their duly authorized representatives, shall 
have access, for the purpose of audit and ex
amination, to any books, documents, papers, 
and records of a grant recipient that are 
pertinent to the grant received. 

DISTRIBUTION OJ' GRANTS 

SEC. 506. The Commission shall allocate 
funds for grants among the States, and be
tween State and local governments, on a 
weighted formula taking into consideration 
such factors as the size of the population and 
the number of employees affected. 

TERMINATION OF GRANTS 

SEC. 507. Whenever the Commission, after 
giving reasonable notice and opportunity for 
hearing to the State or general local gov
ernment concerned, finds-

(1) that a program or project has been so 
changed that it no longer complies with the 
provisions of this Act; or 

(2) that in the operation of the program 
or project there is a failure to comply sub
stantially with any such provision; 
the Commission shall notify the State or gen
eral local government of its findings and no 
further payments may be made to such gov-

ernment by the Commission until it is satis
fied that such noncompliance has been, or 
Will promptly be, corrected. However, the 
Commission may authorize the continuance 
of payments to those projects approved un
der this Act Which are not involved in the 
noncompliance. 

ADVISORY COMMITTEES 

SEC. 508. (a) The Commission may ap
point, without regard to the provisions of 
title 5, United States Code, governing ap
pointments in the competitive service, such 
advisory committee or committees as it may 
detennine to be necessary to facilitate the 
administration of this Act. 

(b) Members of advisory committees who 
are not regular full-time employees of the 
United States, while serving on the business 
of the committees, including traveltime, are 
entitled to receive compensation at rates not 
exceeding the daily rate for GS-18; and while 
so serving away from their homes or regular 
places of business, may be allowed travel ex
penses, including per diem in lieu of sub
sistence, as authorized by section 5703 of title 
5, United States Code, for individuals in the 
Government service employed intermittently. 

APPROPRIATION AUTHORIZATION 

SEC. 509. To carry out the programs au
thorized by this Act, there are authorized 
to be appropriated at any time after its en
actment not to exceed $20,000,000 for fiscal 
year 1968; $30,000~000 for f4;cal year 1969; 
and $40,000,000 for fiscal year 1970. 

REVOLVING FUND 

SEC. 510. (a) There is established a revolv
ing fund, to be available without :fiscal year 
llmitation, for financing training and such 
other functions as are authorized or required 
to be performed by the COmmission on a 
reimbursable basis by this Act and such 
other services as the COmmission, wt th the 
approval of the Bureau of the Budget, deter
mines may be per!Ol"med more advanta
geously through such a fund. 

(b) The capital of the fund shall consist 
of any appropriations made for the purpose 
of providing capital (which appropriations 
are hereby authorized), and such unexpended 
balances of appropriations or funds relating 
to the activities transferred to the fund and 
the fair and reasonable value of such stocks 
of supplies, equipment, and other assets 
and inventories on order as the commission 
may transfer to the fund, less the related. 
liab111ties, unpaid obligations, and accrued 
annual leave of employees who are trans
ferred to the activities financed by the fund 
at its inception. 

.(c) The fund shall be credited with-
( 1) reimbursements or advance payments 

from available funds of the Commission, 
other Federal agencies, State or local govern
ments, or other sources for supplies and 
services at rates which will approximate the 
expense of operations, including the accrual 
of annual leave, the depreciation of equip
ment, and the net losses on property trans
ferred or donated; and 

(2) receipts from sales or exchanges of 
property and payments for losses or damage 
to property accounted for under the fund. 

(d) Any unobligated and unexpended bal
ance in the fund that the Commission deter
mines to be in excess of amounts needed for 
its operations shall be deposited in the 
Treasury as miscellaneous receipts. 
LIMITATIONS ON AVAILABILITY OP FUNDS J'OR 

COST SHARING 

SEC. 511. Federal funds made available to 
State or local governments under other pro
grams may not be used by the State or local 
government for cost-sharing purposes under 
grant provisions of this Act. State or local 
government funds used for cost sharing on 
other federally assisted programs may not 
be used for cost sharing under grant provi
sions of this Act. 



31584 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE Novem_ber 7, 1967 

METHOD OF PAYMENT The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The bill will be stated by title. SEC. 512. Payments under this Act may be 

made in installments, and in advance or by , 
way of reimbursement, as the Commi~ion # 

may determine, with necessary adjustments , 
on account of overpayments or underpay
ments. 

EFFECTIVE DATE OF GRANT PROVISIONS 

The ASSISTANT LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A 
bill <H.R. 8569) making appropriations 
for the government of the District of 
Columbia anc;l other activities chargeable 

r in whole or in part against the revenues 
of said District 'for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1968, and for other purposes. SEC. 513. Grant provisions of this Act shall 

become effective one hundred and eighty 
days following the date of enactment of this 
Act. 

The title was amended, so as to read: 
"A bill to strengthen intergovernmental 
cooperation and the administration of 
grant-in-aid programs, to provide grants 
for improvement of State and local per
sonnel administration, to authorize Fed
eral assistance .in training State and local 
employees, to provide grants to State 
and local governments for training of 
their employees, to authorize interstate 
compacts for personnel and training 
activities, to -facilitate the interchange of 
Federal, State, and local personnel, and 
for other purposes." 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Maine [Mr. Mus:KIEl per
formed an outstanding service by leading 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Is there objection to the present 
consideration of the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the b~ll. 

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT TO 11 
A.M. TOMORR,OW 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that whert_ the Senate 
completes its business today, it stand in 
adjournment until 11 o'clock a.m. tomor-
row. , 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE , 

the passage of this measure that provides A message from the House of Repre
a means to strengthen and enhance sentatives by Mr. Hackney, one of its 
intergovernmental cooperation---State, reading clerks, announced that the 
local, and Federal. His long and diligent House had ' pas~ed, without amendment, 
work in committee, his articulate and the following pills of the Senate: 
persuasive presentation on the floor, as- s. 62. An act for the relief of Dr. Pablo E. 
sured the Senate's overwhelming ap- Tabio; 
proval. , s. 808. An act for the relief of Dr. Menelio 

When this proposal is finally enacted Segundo Diaz Padron; 
into law, it will bear the clear and indel- s. 863. An act for, the relief of Dr. Cesar 

to M It h . Abad Lugones; 
ible stamp of Sena r . USKIE. was is s. 1105. An act for the relief of Dr. G. F. 
initial interest in developing a strong and Valdes-Fauli; 
effective manpower program to satisfy a s.1109. An act for the relief of Dr. Ramon 
vital existing need in local and State gov- E. oyarzun; -
ernments that will make this ·program a .. s. 2167. An act for the relief of Dr. Rolando 
reality. The Senate is deeplyJindebted to Pozo y Jimenez; and 
Senator MUSKIE for again leading the r S. 2192 . . An act for the relief of Dr. Rafael 
way with his vigorous and highly tale:hte'q. de la Portilla Lavastida. 
efforts in behalf qf a Ip.Ost import~nt 'fhe .message also 'announced that the 
legislative measure. , House :(lad' agreed to the amendment of 

The senior Senator from South Dakota the Senate to the bill <H.R. 4538) · for 
[Mr. MUNDT] is to be commended for the relief of Dr. John E . .Yannakakis. 
his participation in the consideration of The message further announced that 
this measure. His successful urging of the House had agreed to the ,amendments 
two amendments is highly commendable. of the Senate to the bill <H.R. 2757) for 

Others joined the discussion and ,their the relief of Comdr. Albert G. Berry, Jr. 
contributions are greatly appreciated. The message also announced that the 
Notable were the articulate and analyt1- House had disagreed to the amendments 
cal statements of the senior Senator of the Senate to the bill . <H.R. 6418) to 
from New Hampshire [Mr. CoTTON], the amend the Public Health Service Act to 
senior Senator from Florida [Mr. HoL- extend and expand the authorizations 
LAND] and the Senator from Michigan for grants for comprehensive health 
[Mr. GRIFFIN]'. Their views and the Views planning and services, to broaden and 
of many other Senators were, as always improve the authorization for research 
most welcome. and demonstrations relating to the de-

Again, to Senator MusKIE goe_s Olli' . livery of health services, to improve the 
deep appreciation. He and the entire performance of clinical laboratories, and 
Senate may be proud of taking a step to authorize cooperative activities be
toward the improvement of the em- tween the Public Health Service hospitals 
ciency of government ' at all levels- and community facilities, ,and for other 
State, Federal, and local. purposes; asked a conference with the 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
APPROPRIATIONS, 1968 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate pro
ceed to the consideration of H:R. 8569, 
the District of Columbia appropriations 
bill. I do this so th'.at the bill will become . 
the pending -business. -

Senate on the disagreeing votes of the 
two Houses thereon, and that Mr. STAG
GERS, Mr. JARMAN, Mr. ROGERS of Florida, 
Mr. SPRINGER, and Mr. NELSEN were ap
pointed managers on the part of the 
House at the conference. . 

The message further announced that 
the House had disagreed to the amend
ments of the ·Sena:te to the bill <H.R. 
6~30) to amend the publi_c health laws . 

relating to mental retardation to extend, 
expand, and improve them, and for other 
purposes; asked a conference with the 
Senate on the disagreeing votes of the 
two Houses thereon, and that Mr. STAG
GERS, Mr. JARMAN, Mr. ROGERS of Florida, 
Mr. SPRINGER, and Mr. NELSEN were ap
pointed managers on the part of the 
House at the conference. 

EXPLANATION OF COMMITTEE 
ACTION ON H.R. 2 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr, President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the RECORD at this point a brief press re
lease in explanation of the action taken 
today by the Committee on Armed Serv
ices regarding H.R. 2, to amend titles 10, 
14;, 32, and 37, United States Code, to 
strengthen the reserve components of 
the armed forces, and clarify the status 
of National Guard technicians, and for 
other purposes. 

There being no objection, the press 
release was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

The Committee on Armed Services voted 
unanimously to take the following action re
garding H.R. 2. 

Title I of this legislation will be reported 
with certain proposed amendment.s which will 
be discussed in detail in the Committee 
report. 

With respect to Title II or H.R. 2, the Com
mittee voted unanimously to defer action 
at this time in order to permit a further 
review of a number of questions. Senator 
Stennis emphasized that the nature of the 
Committee action was not to vote down Title 
II but to -defer it in order to further review 
the issues involved. 

The problems involved in Title II are deeply 
complicated. It was the consensus of the 
Committee that action on the technician 
problem should be completed as soon as pos
sible. The actuarial questions, however, and 
other problems relating to state retirement 
systems, possible windfalls, and state-federal 
relations, which have not been resolved, re
quire additional review. It is hoped that this 
work can be completed in order to permit 
committee action relatively early in the next 
session of the Congress. 

Title II of this legislation would convert 
the National Guard technicians- to Federal 
employees status with recognition for past 
service for civil service retirement and other 
employee purposes. Senator Stennis noted 
that the issue presented by Title II include 
the following: 

(a) The effect of Title II on the federal/ 
State relationship of the National Guard. 

(b) The precedent which may be estab
lished by Title II with respect to other em
ployee ,groups now paid wholly or in part from 
federal funds who may Jn the future desire 
inclusion in the civil service retirement sys
tem and other federal benefit prograxns. 

(c) The effect of Title II on the employees 
who might desire to remain within the state 
retirement system. 

(d) the actuarial and cost implications in
volved in the legislation. 

(e) Other possible legislative alternatives 
for meeting the technician retirement 
problem. 

THE RED MARCH ON THE PENTA- -
GON_ DURING OCTOBER 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, it 
has always been my contention that the 
march on the Pentagon, October 21, 1967, 
wp.s planned by the Communists in the 
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country ·and was under their direction 
and control. 

While I recognize that many of the 
participants in this marcb do not sup
port the Communist Party of the United 
States, and perhaps did not realize this 
episode was just another ploy to weaken 
our military effort in Vietnam, their ig
norance of such matters is no excuse. 

The very fact that this demonstration 
coincided with similar Communist dem
onstrations in other countries Of the 
world is a clear signal that the bloody 
hands of the international Communist 
conspiracy were at work. 

All of us know that many college stu
dents chartered buses and attended this 
march here, and I hope that the infor
mation being revealed by our newspapers, 
radio and television will reach these 
young people for there are ways to dis
sent without serving the ends of our 
Communist enemies. 

I think that it is way past time we 
call a spade a spade and a Red a Red. 
As I speak here in the Senate some 
American fighting men are being cut 
down in the prime of their youth by Com
munist guns and shells. We strengthen 
the leaders and soldiers of our avowed 
enemies so long as native citizens support 
or participate in such foul spectacles as 
the Red march of October 21, 1967. 

While once again it seemed that the 
national news media overplayed this dis
graceful exhibition, it has been grati
fying to see that so many of our members 
in the public communications field have 
recognized the Communist control in the 
Red march and are calling it to the at
tention of the public. 

Two such articles include an editorial 
broadcast on October 27, 1967, by WBTV 
in Charlotte, N.C., entitled "Red March 
on the Pentagon." The other was an arti
cle entitled "Who Was Among the Pro
test Leaders" which appeared in the No
vember 4, 1967, issue of Human. Events, 
Washington, D.C. 

I ask unanimous consent that these 
two editorials lbe prilllt.ed lin rthe RECORD. 

There being no objection, the articles 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

RED MARCH ON THE PENTAGON 

When Rabbi Richard G. Hirsch, director 
of the Social Action Center of Reform 
Judaism, withdrew from last weekend's 
march on the Pentagon and said it was in
filtrated by radical leftists, he revealed again 
a fam111ar tactic of Communists. 

It is rare that Communists or the Com
munist Party play an original part in or
ganizing demonstrations or actual insurrec
tions. They stand on the sidelines until a 
locally inspired disorder gains strength. 
Then, they move in and capture the leader
ship of what had been a movement free of 
Communist influence. 

In the United States they are even more 
cautious. The Communists realize that they 
are unpopular in this country and that any 
movement bearing their label would get prac
tically no following among substantial citi
zens. That's why they infiltrate such activi
ties as the march on the Pentagon and keep 
their own part in it well under cover. 

Happily, Rabbi Hirsch detected this tactic. 
His organization then refused to have any
thing to do with the march in Washington 
this past weekend, though it had exercised 
its constitutional right to oppose the war in 
Viet Nam. . , 

But, the Rabbi said, th~mgh his group op
poses the war on other grounds, they are not 
prepared, to "go along with these people who 
think that everything the United States does 
is wrong, and everything Hanoi does is 
right." 

The Rabbi was not alone in condemning 
this demonstration. The Rev. John Wells, 
pastor of Mount Vernon Unitarian Church of 
Alexandria, Va., took some part in earlier dis
cussions of the march; but he withdrew be
cause he had grave misgivings about some 
of the people who were running the show. 

One of those persons was the chief or
ganizer of the march, Dave Dellinger, who 
has publicly described himself as a non
Soviet Communist. We are still trying to fig
ure out what that is, but if he is any kind of 
Communist, his sympathies will be with 
North Viet Nam. Russia and China are al
most at each other's throats, so vigorously 
that a permanent rift between them is confi
dently predicted. But on the subject of Viet 
Nam they see ·eye to eye. Russia supplies the 
North Vietnamese with all materials of war, 
and China furnishes a large part of the trans
portation over its railroads from the Soviet 
border to Hanoi. 

According to United Press International in 
an article written by its senior editor, Louis 
Cassels, the march on the Pentagon was 
planned at a meeting five months ago, which 
included four high officials of the Commu
nist Party, representatives of the Trotskyite 
Socialist Workers Party, and other Marxist 
groups oriented towards Red China. 

The march on the Pentagon showed the 
communist handiwork, and we think the 
public should be fully aware of it. 

(From Human Events, Nov. 4, 1967) 
WHO WAS AMONG PROTEST LEA.DERS 

Congressional files disclose long records of 
pro-Communist activity for almost every 
leader of the Pentagon demonstration. 
Avowed Marxists, self-proclaimed Black Na
tionalists, ardent "pacifists," the protest lead
ers have repeatedly worked with the Com
munists in the past. For example: 

David Dellinger, chairman of the spon
soring National Mobilization Committee to 
End the War in Viet Nam, is a professional 
pacifist who has been quoted as describing 
himself as a "non-Soviet-line Communist." 
Dellinger, a 52-year-old Yale graduate, has 
defied U.S. travel bans for trips to Cuba, 
Red China and North Viet Nam. His pass
port was revoked last year for an illegal 
junket to Hanoi in which he conferred with 
Ho Chi Minh. It was returned when he prom
ised not to return to North Viet Nam. A 
man of his word, Dellinger showed up in 
Hanoi this summer. 

Jerry Rubin, co-director of the march, is a 
self-styled revolutionary who has been active 
in California demonstrations aimed at halt
ing troop trains. Rubin has close ties to the 
pro-Peking Progressive Labor party, visited 
Cuba on a PLP-sponsored trip in 1964. He has 
suggested that "treason, deliberate sabotage 
of the war machine" may be used as an anti
war tactic. 

John Wilson, march co-director, is an of
ficial of the militant Student Nonviolent 
Coordinating Committee. An outspoken black 
power advocate, he recently conferred with 
North Vietnam~se and Viet Cong representa
tives in Prague, Czechoslovakia. 

Dagmar Wilson, co-chairman of the Mo
b111zation, is founder of Women Strike for 
Peace. A Washington housewife, she has hud
dled with top North Vietnamese officials on 
"peace" ·strategy, terms the anti-war .move
ment in this country a "second front" in 
what she calls Viet Nam's fight against U.S. 
"aggression." 

Arnold Johnson, public relations director 
of the Communist party, worked on the 
Pentagon protest for months. A member of 
the ·party's National Committee, he is known 

to have been in contact with Lee Harvey 
Oswald prior to the assassination of Presi-
dent Kennedy. · 

Walter Teague III, a New York fund-raiser 
for the Viet Cong, led the Pentagon charge 
against the troops. Teague, who peddles Viet 
Cong fiags to help make a living is affiliated 
with the Revolutionary Contingent, a group 
openly committed to violence in the global 
struggle against U.S. "imperialism." 

Among the groups actively participating in 
the protest were the Communist Party U.S.A., 
and its youth front group, the W.E.B. Du
Bois Clubs, the subversive Socialist Workers 
party, the Peking-line Progressive Labor 
party, the Student Nonviolence Coordinating 
Committee, Former Peace Corps Members for 
Peace, Students for a Democratic Society, 
the Iranian Students Association, the Com
mittee for Independent Political Action, 
Women's International League for Peace and 
Freedom and Black Mask. 

THE 50TH ANNIVERSARY OF 
RUSSIAN COMMUNISM 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, the 
October 29 issue of the News and Courier 
newspaper of Charleston, S.C., publishes 
an article entitled "The Great Soviet De
ception." In this commendable article, 
Mr. Jenkin Lloyd Jones discusses the ac
complishments and failures of the Soviet 
Union after 50 years of communism. 

He points out how the Communist 
leaders control internal revolt through 
suppression of unrest by purges, assas
sinations and reeducation camps. They 
shut off comparisons with the outside 
world by censorship, incessant propa-
ganda and control of education. · 

In spite of what appears to be on the 
surf.ace significant accomplishments of 
communism, Mr. Jones calls attention to 
the great rift between the Soviet Union 
and the Chinese Peoples Republic. Among 
other indications of its failure.is the ris
ing cynicism and disillusionment of Rus
sian youth. 

It is particularly interesting to see the 
author conclude that communism is a. 
great deception and a fraud which cele
brates its 50th anniversary but which will 
not see its centennial. 

-I ask unanimous consent that this edi
torial be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to' be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

THE GREAT SOVIET DECEPTION 

(By Jenkin Lloyd Jones) 
November 7 marks the 5-0th anniversary 

of the most successful bunco game in the 
history of human society-the Soviet sta.te. 

It is sucoessful-not that it delivered on 
its promises, not that it ca.zne within a ooun
try mUe of its announced goal of a classless 
society, not that it accomplished a "withering 
away of the state" and any degree of freedom 
from central authority-because it has 
survived. ' 

It sur'vived by the development of a tech
nique for -keeping people under its control 
from effectively challenging the system and 
for keeping people not under' its control con
fused and off balance. They represent the 
twin triumphs of the Soviet 'system. 

These accomplishments, remarkable 'as 
they are, are thm and shoddy. They repre
sent not progress, but a rebirth of the 
ancient Egyptian sys1;em 1n which the 
Pharaoh, representing the state, owned every
thing and all worked as his servants. It is a 
system that has never been ·able to tolerate 

1 ' m C: ') "I rm 
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an organized opposition. It cannot live with 
freedom of speech, assembly, press or protest. 

As with any system of autocratic control
monarchial, Fascist or Communist--there 
can be and have been accomplishments. 
Louis XIV stretched forth his hand and 
medieval Paris was transformed. Adolf Hit
ler regimented a nation, and assembly lines 
were filled even as were the concentration 
camps. As to the Soviet achievements, per
haps Arthur Schlesinger Jr. said it best: 

"The one contribution that communism 
can theoretically make to economic develop
ment is, ironically, the very thing for which 
Marx condemned laissez faire capitalism of 
the 19th century: that is, its capacity to ac
celerate development by grinding the faces 
of the poor. By holding down mass living 
standards and depriving the workers of the 
produce of their labor, communism can 
sweat investment capital, as it has done in 
Russia and China, out of the hides of the 
working class. In parodoxical fact, it 1s com
munism which has provided the best means 
known to history for the exploitation of the 
proletariat." 

How has communism gotten away with it 
all these years? 

To curb internal revolt two obvious devices 
were used-the suppression of unrest 
through purges, show trials, assassination 
and "re-education camps" and the choking 
off of damaging comparisons with the out
side world by censorship, travel restrictions, 
incessant pro-Communist propaganda and 
rigid control of education. 

But the Soviet leaders understood that the 
destruction of internal opposition was only 
half the battle. The primary objective was 
the expansion of the Communist system to 
all the world. This required a variety of tech
niques, chief among which were: 

1. The "overawe" treatment. Soviet ships 
in foreign trade are the best painted and 
most prosperous looking of all merchant 
navies. Soviet space achievements are played 
fortissimo. Soviet exhibits in international 
fairs and expositions are models of the hard 
sell. And the "invincib111ty" of Soviet mili
tary might is trumpeted. 

2. The double standard of "freedom." All 
constitutional guarantees in free nations 
are appealed to keep the Communist-lining 
professor on the public payroll. But once 
communism becomes triumphant-as in 
Cuba-freedom vanishes. The rationale is 
that ultimate truth, once it has triumphed, 
does not have to tolerate "error." 

3. The paralysis of the "liberals." This is 
the doctrine that no one belonging to a less
than-per!ect society may criticize commu
nists. Communist-liners in all Western na
tions continually pluck that string. The 
argument works wonderfully on some preach
ers. 

4. The marshalling in the Communist in
terest of discontent from any cause. Com
munists attempt to provide direction to all 
dissidents in non-Communist nations, how
ever varied the grievances. The current effort 
to bend the civil rights movement ln Ame'l"ica 
to further Communist policy ln Southeast 
Asia ls an example. 

In spite of all this, communism is in trou
ble-deep trouble. 

There is, of course, the schism between 
Moscow and Peking which has shaken the 
monolithic structure of the movement. So
viet citizens are now wondering out loud 
what has happened to the delivery wagon. 
There ls rising cynicism and dis1llusionment 
a.mong Russian youth. As Eugene Lyons 
points out in his brilliant new book, "Work
ers Paradise Lost," all Soviet political heroes 
since Lenin have been denounced as rascals 
by their successors. 

But most significant was the report to the 
Party Plenum two years ago by Soviet Pre
u:.ier Alexei Kosygin. He said: 

"The forms of industrial management, 
planning and incentives now in effect no 
longer conform to present-day technical-

economic conditions. Only the supreme cri
teria of economic activity-profit and profit
abillty--could reflect the real level of work 
ln an enterprise." 

The fraud won't see its centennial. 

CRIME-CONTROL LEGISLATION 
Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, one 

of the most serious domestic problems 
facing our Nation today, if not the most 
serious, is the breakdown in law and 
order. I have discussed this matter on 
nwnerous occasions both on the Senate 
floor and elsewhere. Many steps need to 
be taken to maintain law and order and 
reinstate respect for the rule of law in 
our country. ' 

One of the first orders of business of 
this Congress is to adopt some legisla
tion which would have a two-pronged 
effect. First, it would show that Con
gress is concerned about the problem and 
is determined to take some definite steps 
to correct it. Second, the substantive 
provisions of the legislation should be 
calculated to assist the different law en
forcement agencies of the country in the 
best manner passible. 

The Criminal Laws and Procedures 
Subcommittee of the Senate Committee 
on the Judiciary has labored long and dil
igently in an effort to draft legislation 
to accomplish both of these purpases. 
The bill, S. 917, the Omnibus Crime Con
trol and Safe Streets Act of 1967, has 
now been reported to the full Judiciary 
Committee for further consideration. 
Without going into great detail on the 
specific items contained in the bill, it will 
suffice to say that there are provisions 
which will be immediately very helpful 
in combating crime if they are adopted. 
There are other partions of the bill 
which must be worked out in the full 
committee, and the most important of 
these is the provision concerning the na
ture of the grants which the Federal 
Government will make to suppart local 
efforts. I firmly and enthusiastically 
support the block grant concept and 
hope that this approach will be adopted 
by the full Judiciary Committee. 

On this question, the Governors of the 
50 States overwhelmingly SUPPort the 
block grant concept. I have received a 
letter from the director of the National 
Governors' Conference concerning this 
bill and actions taken in connection with 
this bill at the recently concluded annual 
meeting of the National Governors' Con
ference on board the SS Independence. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that a copy of the letter from Mr. 
Charles A. Byrley dated November 6, 
1967, be printed in the RECORD, as well as 
four resolutions adopted by the Gover
nors at their conference on the subject 
of crime and anti-crime legislation. 

There being no objection, the letter 
and the resolutions were ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

NATIONAL GOVERNORS' CONFERENCE, 
Washington, D.C., November 6, 1967. 

Hon. STROM THURMOND, 
Committee on Judiciary, U.S. Senate, New 

Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 
DEAR SENATOR TlroBMOND: In late August, 

the distinguished Chairman of the Subcom
mittee on Criminal Laws and Procedures 
wrote to the fifty Governors inviting their 
views on the two law enforcement and 
criminal justice b1lls then before the Sub-

committee (S. 917 and H.R. 5037). The Gov
ernors were spec11lcally asked to comment on 
the House bill provisions for: ( 1) block 
grants to the states; (2) a view that un
necessary delay would result if local grants 
were made through an appropriate state 
agency after a S'tatewlde plan was developed; 
(3) the establishment of regional institutes 
for law enforcement; and (4) the provision 
of $25 mllllon for riot control programs. 

The States' Chief Executives welcomed this 
opportunity to express their views on the 
currently proposed legislation to strengthen 
law enforcement and criminal justice. 
Thirty-five Governors responded directly to 
the Subcommittee Chairman, while others 
have expressed their views through resolu
tions at the recent Governors' Conferences. 

Enclosed ls a staff summary of these letters 
(Digest of Governors' Views), and also pro
vided are copies of relevant resolutions. 
Briefiy, the Governors express the following 
viewpoints: (1) they unanimously favor the 
block grant provisions of the House-passed 
bill rather than the project-by-project ap
proach with direct federal-local grants that 
by-pass the states; (2) agree that there would 
be no unnecessary delay In implementing the 
program because of the requirement of a 
state plan and state approval of local gov
ernment appllcations; (3) the majority op
pose the regional institute because they feel 
the need of the hour is to improve state 
training programs before we start new multi
state regional programs; and (4) expressed 
reserved judgment on the riot control pro
vision of the House-passed bill because of 
a lack of sufficient detail in the blll itself 
on this provision. 

Rarely have the views of the Nation's 
Governors been so complete and so unani
mous on a controversial subject such as 
federal assistance for law enforcement and 
criminal justice. I sincerely hope these fac
tors will be carefully weighed In your deci
sions on S. 917 "Omnibus Crime Control and 
Safe Streets Act of 1967." 

Sincerely yours, 
CHARLES A. BYRLEY. 

[Adopted by the National Governors' Con
ference, 59th annual meeting, SS Inde
pendence, Oct. 20, 1967] 

V. STATE 000RDINATION OF FEDERAL ASSIST• 
ANCE PROGRAMS 

Whereas, the geographical areas of major 
problems facing local governments today go 
beyond the boundaries of single local juris
diction; and 

Whereas, the States bear the primary re
sponsib111ty for coordinating all forms of 
technical and :financial programs to insure 
the optimum final benefits ln services and 
fac111ties; and 

Whereas, there are now more than forty 
federal assistance programs to local govern
ment jurisdictions that provide for no in
volvement by state governments; 

Now, therefore, be it resolved that the Na
tional Governors' Conference requests that 
any new federal-local assistance programs 
adopted by the Congresfr be drafted so that 
the interest and participation of the States 
be included and that remedial legislation be 
adopted to give the States a participating 
interest in existing federal-local assistance 
programs that by-pass the States. 

(Adopted by the National Governors' con
ference 59th Annual Meeting, S.S. Inde
pendence, Oct. 20, 1967) 
X. CIVIL DISORDERS AND LAWLESSNESS 

Whereas, during the past two years a tragic 
series of disorders have plagued our Nation, 
turning the streets of our cities into battle
grounds and resulting in the loss of life and 
destruction of property; and 

Whereas, the occurrence of crime of all 
types in the United States is sh )Wing a tend
ency to increase; and 

Whereas, one of our colleagues, Governor 
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Otto Kerner of Illinois, is currently chair
man of a committee appointed by the Presi
dent of the United States to investigate the 
basic causes of violence and unlawfulness; 
and 

Whereas, this Conference has received and 
· considered the excellent report prepared by 

the conunittee headed by Governor John 
Dempsey of Connnecticut: 

Now, therefore, be it resolved that the Gov
ernors of the several States meeting in the 
National Governors' Conference and being 
fully cognizant of the obligation of the States 
do hereby affirm that: 

1. The enforcement of law and the preser
vation of order is primarily the responsi
bility of local and state governments. 

2. We will strengthen all efforts at state 
and municipal levels to prevent incidents of 
disrespect for law and order. 

3. Each State should immediately re-exam
ine its own laws to ascertain if current 
statutes are adequate to deal with civil dis
order and crime and that, where necessary, 

. laws should be strengtheneQ. and revised. 
4. All Governors should immediately deter

mine as an immediate step that the police 
forces of the respective States and munici
palities and the National Guard are well 
trained to cope with civil disorder. 

5. The first obligation of the state and mu
nicipal governments in the event of civil 
disorder is to restore and maintain peace and 
order by the use of whatever force is reason
ably necessary. 

6. While seeking immediate short-range 
treatment of the symptoms, we pledge our
·selves to seek the long-range answers to cure 

- the basic causes of crime and civil disorder 
so that the malice and hatred which a reck
leSs few would use as a torch to ignite civil 
disorders amid the wretchednes~ and sq-qalor 
of our ghettos and slums would no longer 
'find a foothold in these neighborhoods. 

7. We recognize that the most effective 
long-term answer to problems of lawlessness 
a:p.d disorders lies in education and the pro
viding of employment opportunities to the 
masses of our people. 

8. While the primary obligation for the 
combatting of crime and the prevention of 
riots and disorder llee with state and local 
governments, there are many aspects of the 
problem which transcend state lines and 
which require effective treatment by the fed
eral government. We pledge ourselves as Gov
ernors to seek effective control by the federal 
government and effective cooperation by the 
state and local governments with the federal 
government in the control of the interstate 
traffic in narcotics and other contraband ma
terial, the interstate operation of criminal 
syndicates and the interstate movement of 
those who make a profession of inciting and 
creating civil strife, disorder and lawlessness. 

[Adopted at the 33d annual meeting of the 
'Southern Governors' Conference, .Asheville, 
N.C.,Sept. 13, 1967] 
RESOLUTION ON LAW ENFORCEMENT AND 

CRIMIN AL JUSTICE 
Whereas, the problems of crime and civil 

disobedience are increasing at an alarming 
rate; and 

Whereas, the prevention and control of 
crime, the effective operation of law enforce
ment, and the guarantee of criminal justice 
are responsibilities that require cooperative 
efforts among all levels of government; and 

Whereas, the United States Congress is now 
considering the Law Enforcement and Crim
inal Justice Assistance Act of 1967 (H.R. 
5037) and the Safe Streets and Crime Con
trol Act of 1967 (S. 917) whic4 are designed 
to assist state and local governments in im
proving their law enforcement and criminal 

' Justice programs: 
Now, therefore be it resolved that the 

Southern Governors' Conference calls upon 
the United States Congress to urgently pro
ceed with their consideration of S. 917 and 

H.R. 5037 with due regard to the following 
principles: 

1. that the federal government should not 
by-pass the state in dealing with local gov
ernments in urban areas, but rather deal with 
small and large local governments in the 
same manner, through an appropriate state 
agency d.esignated by the Governor; and 

2. that the Act provide for a State Ad
visory Council to be appointed by the Gover
nor, primarily representative of local govern
ments, that will advise and report to the 
Governor; and 

3. that the Act ensure full participation 
and funding for local government plans and 
projects in cooperation with the state agen
cy administering the Act. 

Be it further resolved that copies of this 
resolution be transmitted to the President, 
the United States Attorney General, and 
members of the United States Congress now 
considering this legislation. 

[Adopted at the Sixth Annual Midwestern 
Governors' Conference, Lake of the Ozarks, 
Mo., Aug. 27-30, 1967) 

RESOLUTION VII-LAW ENFORCEMENT AND 
CRIMIN.µ. JUSTICE ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1967 
Whereas, the Law Enforcement Assistance 

and Criminal Justice Act of 1967 (H.R. 5037) 
is now being considered for passage by the 
United States Senate; and 

Whereas, it is most appropriate that con
trol of the administration of this Act in the 

,States be placed in the Office of the Governor 
or other executive agency; .and 

Whereas, the Law EnfQrcement Assistance 
and Criminal Justice Act of 1967 would 
place this control in the State Governor's 
Office: ' 

Now, therefore, be it resolved that the Mid
western Governors' Conference supports H.R. 

· 5037 a.nd urges Senate pa:;sage of this Act as 
amended and passed by the United States 
House of Representatives; and 

Be it further resolved that all States be 
encouraged to immediately establish or 
strengthen an existing program to provide 
for full and prompt implementation of the 
Law Enforcement Assistance and Criminal 
Justice Act of 1967; and 

Be it further resolved that copies of this 
res0lution be transmitted to the President, 
U.S. Attorney General~ , and all members of 
the United States Senate. 

THE PUBLIC BROADCASTING ACT 
OF 1967-A JOHNSON LEGACY FOR 
ALL AMERICANS 
Mr. PELL. Mr. President, never has the 

concern of a President for the spirit of 
a ·people been so dramatically highlighted 
than in the passage and signing .of the 
Public Broadcasting Act of 1967. 

Lyndon B. Johnson has bequeathed 
to the Nation a new instrument of gov
ernment whose benefits will be felt for 
generations to come. 

The Corporation for Public Broadcast
ing, established by this act, places the 
voice of the American people in a produc
tive relationship to the great medium of 
television. 

The new Corporation will assistr help 
finance and support focal educational 
television stations throughout th~ land. 

It will invest public funds in experi
mental educational and cultural pro

.grams to enlighten each citizen of our 
country. 

It will serve as an educational and 
social tool of far-reaching consequences 

< in science, 1n the classroo~ in public 
_services, in. all those areal? which dis
tinguish a progressive civilizaticm from 
a backward one. 

The Congress of the United States 
which supported this bill almost unani
mously deserves the plaudits of all our 
citizens. 

The President who labored for the suc
cessful enactment of this measure de
serves our thanks for a good job well 
done. 

I ask unanimous consent to insert in 
the RECORD the remarks made by Presi
dent Johnson as he signed the Public 
Broadcasting Act of 1967 at the White 
House on November 7. 

There being no objection, the address 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
TExT OF THE REMARKS OF THE PBEsmENT AT 

THE SIGNING OJ' THE PuBLIC BROADCASTING 
ACT 
In 1844, Congress authorized $30,000 for 

the first telegraph line between Washington 
and Baltimore. Soon afterward, Samuel 
Morse sent a stream of dots and dashes over 
that line to a waiting frienq. His message 
was brief and prophetic. It read: "What hath 
God wrought?" 

Every one of us should feel that same awe 
and wonderment today. For now, miracles 1n 
communication are our daily routine. Every 
minute, billions of telegraph messages chat
ter around the world; billions of signals rush 
over the ocean floor and fly above the clouds. 
Radio and television fill the a.tr with sound. 
Satellites hurl messages thousands of miles 
in an instant. 

Today our pro·blem is not making mira
cles-but managing miracles. We might well 
ponder a different question: What hath man 
wrought--and how wm man use his inven
tions? 

'The law I sign today offers one answer to 
that question. It announces to the world 
that our nation wants more than material 
wealth; more than a "chicken in every pot." 
We have an appetite for excellence too. 

While we work to produce new goods and 
create new wealth, we want most of all to 
enrich man's spirit. That is the purpose of 
this Act. 

It wm . give a wider and stronger voice 
to educational radio and television by pro
viding new funds for broadcast facilities. 

It w111 launch a major study of te1ev:is1on's 
use in the nation's classroom_s. 

Finally-and most important--it builds a 
new institution: the Corporation for Pub
lic Broadcasting. 

This corporation w111 assist s:tations and · 
producers who aim for the best in . broad
casting: good music, exciting plays, reports 
on the whole fascinating range of human 
activity. It will try to prove that what edu
cates can also be exciting. 

.It will get part of its support ·from the 
government. But it wm be carefully guarded 
from government or party control. It will 
be free ·and independent--and it will be
long to all the people. 

Television ls still a young invention. But 
we have learned already tnat it has im
mense-even revolutionary-power to change 
men's lives. I hope that those who lead the 
Corporation will direct that power toward 
great, not trivial purposes. 

At its best, public television would help 
make our nation a replica of the old Greek 
marketplace, where public affairs took place 
in full view of the citizens. But in weak or 
irresponsible hands, it could generate con
troversy without understanding; Jt could 
mislead 818 well as teach; t:t could appeal 
to passions rather than to reason. 

If public television is to fulfill our nopes, 
the Corporation must be representative, l'e'• 
sponsibl~nd long on leadership. I intend 
to nominate men and women of outstand
ing ability. 

What hath man wrought? And how will 
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man use his miracles? The answer just begins 
with Public Broadcasting. 

In 18162, the Morrill Act set as-ide land in 
every state-land which belonged to the peo
ple-to build the Land Grant Colleges. Today 
we rededicate part of the air waves-which 
belong to the people-for the enlightenment 
of the people. 

I believe the time has come to stake an
other claim in the name of all the people; a 
claim upon the combined resources of com
munications. The time has come to enlist the 
computer and the satellite, as well as tele
vision and radio in the cause of education. 

We must consider ways to build a great 
network for knowledge-not just a broadcast 
system, but one employing every means of 
sending and storing information. . 

Think of the lives it coud change: 
The student in a small college could tap 

the research resources of a great university; 
The country doctor could get help_ from a 

distant laboratory or teaching hospital; 
A scholar in Atlanta might draw instantly 

on a library in New Y'Ork; ~ 
A famous teacher could reach 'with ideas 

and inspiration into a far-off classroom, so 
that no child need be neglected. 

Evenually, this Electronic Knowledge Bank 
could be at least as valuable as the Federal 
Reserve Bank. And such a system could in
volve other nations, too--in a partnership to 
share knowledge and enrich mankind. 

A wild and visionary idea? Not at all. 
Yesterday's· strangest dreams are today's 
headlines, and change is getting swifter. I 
have already called upon my advisors to ex
plore the possibility of a network for knowl
edge-and to draw up a blueprint for achiev
ing it. 

In 1844, when Henry Thoreau heard about 
Mr. Morse's telegraph, he made a sour com
ment about the race for faster communica
tion. "Perchance," he warned, "the first news 
which will leak through into the broad, flap
ping American ear will be that the Princess 
Adelaide has the whooping cough." I am not 
such a skeptic. I believe we have important 
things to say to one another-and the wisdom 
to match our technical genius. In that spirit, 
I sign the Public Broadcasting Act of 1967. 

FIFTY-FOUR COUNTRIES WHICH ARE PARTIES 
TO THE POLITICAL RIGHTS OF WOMEN CON

VEN'IlION 

Afghanistan, Albania, Argentina, Belgium, 
Brazil, Bulgaria, Byelorussia, Canada, Cen
tral African Republic, China, Congo (Brazza
ville) Costa Rica, Cuba, Czechoslovakia, 
Denmark, Dominican Republic, Ecuador. 

Finland, France, Gabon, Ghana, Greece, 
Guatemala, Haiti, Hungary, Iceland, India, 
Indonesia, Israel, Jamaica, Japan, Lebanon, 
Madagascar, Malawi, Mongolia. 

Nepal, Nicaragua, Niger, Norway, Pakistan, 
Ph111ppines, Poland, Republic of Korea, Ru
mania, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Sweden, Thai
land, Trinidad and Tobago, Turkey, Ukraine, 
USSR, United Kingdom, Yugoslavia. 

MILWAUKEE, A GREAT BASEBALL 
CITY, DESERVE$ MAJOR LEAGUE 
CLUB 

Furthermore, the Milwaukee team 
would receive all the revenue from park
ing at the Milwaukee County Stadium. 

The zest and loyalty of Wisconsin base
ball fans has been proved time and again. 
Milwaukee and Wisconsin not only de
serve a major league baseball team, but 
after the offers which were made to ma
jor league baseball yesterday by the Mil
waukee County Board and the Schlitz 
Brewing Co., any future unwillingness on 
the part of organized baseball to grant 
Milwaukee a franchise is totally indefen
sible. 

ABOLITION OF CAPITAL 
PUNISHMENT 

Mr. HART. Mr. President, for several 
years now, a number of us have proposed 

Mr. PROXMIRE'. Mr. President, Mil- · that Congress abolish capital punish
waukee, the largest city in my home State ment for Federal crimes. "An eye for an 
of Wisconsin, is a truly great baseball eye, a tooth for a tooth" was pretty har
town. rowing reading when first written. It is 

From 1955 to 1961, the people of Wis- not the mark of a society that has ad
consin supported our National League vanced to the point of ours today. 
team, the Milwaukee Braves, with a loy- Crime in the streets is something that 
alty and attendance unmatched by any is so much a preoccupation-and under
other city in the league. standably so-that people caution us 

In a display of callousness and ingrati- about getting up and talking about elim
tude practically unequaled in profes- inating capital punishment. They say it 
sional sports, the owners of the Braves is politically dangerous and that it will 
began negotiating in 1962 to transfer the not sell. I do not agree with either point, 
team from Milwaukee to Atlanta. actually. I think that we should be re-

The Braves left Milwaukee bag and minded, in terms of political implica
baggage after the 1965 season to head tions,· that a very recent Gallup poll 
for the previously untapped television shows that a very substantial majority 
rnarket on the Southeastern states, Mil- of Americans, insofar as a poll can estab
waukee, which had been the league's lish it, do accept the notion that we serii'e 
bread and butter town for almost a dee- not the cause of community stability at 
ade, was treated with total disregard. all when we keep on our law books the 

The· prime argument against a Mil- right to put somebody to death, be it by 
waukee franchise. ever since the immi- rope 'Or pill or chair. 
nent departure of the Braves became I was struck by two very recent news
public knowledge has been the lack of a paper comments, and I ask unanimous 
television market in Wisconsin. consent that they may be made a part of 

The argument ran along these lines: the RECORD at the conclusion of my 
A GRIM REMINDER: LIST OF NA- Chicago is only 90 miles to the south, remarks. , 

TIONS WHICH ARE PARTIES TO Detroit and Lake Michigan are on the The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
THE CONVENTION ON THE POLIT- east, the Minnesota Twins have the west- objection, it is so ordered. 
ICAL RIGHTS OF WOMEN ern frontier all sewed up. There is just <See exhibit u 
Mr. -PROXMIRE. Mr. President, as is no television and radio market ·for a Mil- Mr. HART. One was an article from 

th i waukee tea~. the Detroit News of Sunday, November 5, 
common knowledge by now, e Fore gn Mr. President, this specious argument and the second was an editorial from the 
Relations Committee on October 11, can be put to rest once and for all. Rob- Washington Post of yesterday, Novem
voted to table any further consideration ert A. Uihlein, Jr., president of the ber 6. 

· of the Conv~ntio!l on the Political Rights Joseph Schlitz Brewing Co., yester~ay The first article reports the happy 
of Women. made a guaranteed offer of $1.l milhon news from our friendly neighbor to the 

This action by the committee con- annually for 3 years for th~_ television north, Canada, that Canada is moving 
tinues both to puzzle and anger advocates rights for a Milwaukee team. · slowly, but steadily, toward the abolition 
of U.S. ratification of the human rights This offer would put ~~lw~ukee among of capital punishment for murder. · 
conventions. The United States, through the t<?P four of the 20 maJor Ieague teams The second, an editorial, discusses the 
the inaction of the· Foreign Rel a ti ohs in this d~partment. , · dilemma which a defendant charged with 
Committee, remains in the company of In addition to the guaranteed offer by violation of the Lindbergh Kidnaping 
Spain, Yemen, Saudi Arabia, Iran, Iraq, Schlitz, the Milwaukee County Board has Act faces. After analyzing its complica
Algeria, Union of South Africa, the made a tremen~ously generous rental tions and possible constitutional prob
United Arab Republic, and Burma, as offer to an! maJor league team which lems, the Post concludes editorially: 
nations which have refused to rati'fy the comes to Milwaukee. The best way to correct all the statutes 

, Convention on Political Rights of Women. , Under the county boarp.'s proposal, the carrying this defect would be to eliminate 
t team ·- would play at Milwaukee County th d th lt 

. . Because I believe it would be of grea Stadium which would be enlarged in e ea . pena y . 

. inter~st to my colleagues and to the seating ~apacity from 45,000 to 55,000, That is exactly what the Federal Gov-

. Amencan people, I ask unani~ous con- for the annual ' rental fee of $1 per year ernment should do. That is what we in 
~ sent that a list of the countries which for 25 years. The very modest rental Congress should do. 
: are parties to the Convention on Polit- charge would be 5 percent of all gross We cannot rea{1h the practices of the 

.-- , i~al . Ri~hts of Women be 1printed in the ticket revenue _ on admissions sold be- several States, but the Federal criminal 
~" ~ }.it~~oRn. , . tween 1 million and 1.'5 IIJ.illion, 7 per- laws provide for capital punishment in a 

",:· r:•r: c.'.I'here being no objection, the list was , cent of the ticket revenue between 1.5 number of instances. We should ellmi
. -.'.or,dered to be printed in the RECORD, as m11lion· and 2 m11lidn,• a:nd 10 of all at- nate them. We are going to sooner or 

follows: tendance over 2 million. later, and the sooner, the better. When-
~ \, , . . r 
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ever' it is, it will be very late by the clock 
of history. 

We know the arguments: How can we 
justify taking a man's life? We are told 
that is the way to deter crime. It is a 
deterrent. Therefore, society is justified 
in doing drt. 

Mr. President, you can make statistics 
, play any song you want, but I have seen 
no statistic that establishes the proposi
tion that capital punishment--the exe
cution of a. murderer-stops the next 
murder. Indeed, Mr. President, you com
pare the statistics of States which pro~ 
vi de for capital punishment against the 
statistics of States which do not permit 
capital punishment, and the murder 
rates in the noncapital States are a 
shade lower than those in the capital 
States. 

We abolished capital punishment in 
Michigan 100 years ago. Our neighbor 
Illinois and our neighbor Ohio have such 
punishment. Our murder rate is lower 
than theirs. The :figures just do not 
justify our using the excuse that capital 
punishment deters murder. 

The other reason for sanctions in the 
law is to rehabilitate the criminal. I 
have not heard anybody argue that capi
tal punishment rehabilitates the crim
inal. 

There is another sobering factor about 
this. Some mistakes we make in life 
we can correct, but we cannot correct 
the situation that applies if a man has 
been executed by mistake. And that has 
happened, too, in our history. That ex
plains why some States got around to 
abolishing capital punishment. They dis
covered-and imagine the shock-that 
they had executed an innocent man. 

There are good citizens in this coun
try who are begininng to give voice to 
these concerns. The very able former 
Governor of Ohio, who, as the Governor 
of Ohio, had to face the problem of 
whether to commute death sentences or 
not, is the chairman of the National 
Committee To Abolish the Federal Death 
Penalty, which is determined to per
suade the Congress that we shall elimi
nate capital punishment for a Federal 
crime. Michael v. DiSalle, who has 
played many other useful roles in the 
past two decades, is now giving voice and 
leadership to this concern, joined by 
many other good and distinguished citi
zens. 

As a matter of fact, 73 nations have 
abolished capital punishment. 

Mr. President, you can mark the ad
vance of a society in many ways-how 
concerned it is for its children; how sen
sitive and et!ective it is in responding to 
the concerns of its elderly. We can get 
great grades on those tests, if we want 
to. But if we do all of these things, but 
fail to correct this business of capital 
punishment, hist.ory's verdict will note it. 
Quite aside from what history will say 
about us, it is to our contemporary com
fort that we would be infinitely better off 
to say we understand whatever ma.y have 
been said for that practice on the fron
tier, ·or 2,000 years ago; today we under
stand each other well enough, our mo
tives,, and our emotions, that we would 
be better oft' to be rid of this law. 

I again appeal to my colleagues th~t 

we give thought to this. We are going to 
do it some day. Let it be as soon as pos
sible. 

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HART. I am delighted to yield? 
Mr. MUSKIE. I would like to take this 

opportunity to compliment the distin-

will still be in order for anyone killing a 
policeman or other peace officer. 

At the time of the capital punishment de
bate last year many legislators also voted 
against abolition because they were per

- turbed by the prospect of murders with life 
rterms getting out on parole after 10 years 
or so in a penitentiary. 

guished Senator from Michigan upon KmNAPING LAw 
the case Which he has made for the abol- Both Congress and the country ought to 
ishment of capital punishment, based watch the outcome of the kidnap case that 
upon the experience of my State, as well wlll come before the Supreme court for 
as to support the argument which he argument this week. The case involving the 
has so effectively made. kidnaping of John J. Brant III-allegedly 

by Charles Jackson and John A. Walsh Jr.-
Maine abolished capital punishment is before the Supreme Court because a Fed

back in the 19th century, the early eral district court held the Federal Kidnaping 
1870's. Nothing in our experience as a Act, under which the charges were brought, 
State since that time has caused us to to be unconstitutional. Congress may find 
regret that action. Of course, we cannot it necessary to rescue this important act by 
prove anything negatively, so we cannot removing its infirmities. 
prove what would have been our experi- Congress passed this law after the famous 

Lindbergh kidnaping to provide stiff penalties 
ence had that action not been taken. But for abductors who take their victim across 
I think the case made by the distin- state lines. Anyone convicted under the law 
guished Senator is irrefutable from my may be imprisoned for any term of years or 
point of view, and I would like to take . for life. The penalty becomes death if the 
this opportunity to compliment him victim is injured or killed and if a jury 
upon making that case this afternoon.· recommends execution. The lower court ruled 

Mr. HART. I thank the Senator from that this provision for a more severe penalty 
if the defendants are tried by a jury has 

Maine, not just for his kind words, but the effect of impairing their right to · jury 
for his cosponsorship of the legislation trial. If they should plead guilty, they could 
which is before us that would achieve not be executed, but if they should insist on 
this objective. With his support and that a jury trial the result could be capital pun
of others who have supported us, I hope ishment. 
the day is not long down the road when The Department of Justice contends that 
we will act affirmatively. the predicament of the defendants is not 

worsened by asking for a jury, that even if 
ExHmIT 1 they pleaded guilty the judge could then 

[From the Detroit News, Nov. 5, 1967) empanel a jury and ask for recommenda-
END OF THE DEATH PENALTY WEIGHED IN tions for sentencing. It is also argued that 

OTrAWA the trial judge need not accept a jury's 
(By Greg Connolley) recommendation of capital punishment. 

Whatever the Supreme Court may decide on 
OTrAWA.--Canada is moving slowly but grounds of constitutionality, the Govern

steadily towards abolishing capital punish- ment should not ask a man to choose be
ment for murder. tween pleading guilty with a lesser penalty 

The latest trend is a proposal by the fed- and asking for a jury trial that might lead 
eral government to limit capital punishment to his execution. Several other laws on the 
on a five-year experimental basis, to the mur- books pose the same unfortunate alterna
der of police officers, sheriffs and prison tives. There should be no point anywhere in 
g~~~~nada the criminal code is within the the law that a demand for a jury trial may 

entail heavier punishment. 
jurisdiction of the federal government at The best way to correct all the statutes 
Ottawa; the administration of the code rests carrying this defect would be to eliminate 
with the provinces. - the death penalty. · 

The Canadian Parliament determines the 
punishment for murder and this decision ls 
effective all across Canada. MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE--EN-

Presently there are two murder categories ROLLED BILLS AND JOINT RES-
1n the criminal code-capital and non-capital 
murder. The first ls described as a deliberate OLUTION SIGNED 
act; noncapital covers murders committed in A message from the House of Repre-
the heat of passion without premeditation. sentatives by Mr. Hackney, one of its 
However, the death sentence has not been 
applied in Canada since the Liberal govern- reading clerks, announced that the 
ment of Prime Minister Lester Pearson took Speaker had affixed his signature to the 
office in April, 1963. Thus far the federal following enrolled bills and joint resolu
cabinet has commuted to life imprisonment tion, and they were signed by the Acting 
the hangtng sentences of 27 convicted mur- President pro tempore (Mr. METCALF): 
derers. 

A private member's bill was introduced in S. 219. An act to authorize the Secretary 
the House of commons last year calling for of Agriculture to sell certain land in Lander, 
the abolition of capital punishment. Wyo., and for other purposes; 

Pearson voted for it and so did Solicitor- S. 423. An act authorizing the use of addi-
General Larry Pennell, the cabinet minister tional funds to defray certain increased costs 
who makes the recommendation for com- associated with the construction of the 
mutation of death sentences. small-boat harbor at Manele Bay, Lanai, 

But the legislation was defeated 143 to Hawaii, and for other purposes; . 
112-this was a free vote when members of S.1391. An act to cancel certain construc
Parliament voted according to conscience and tion costs and irrigation assessments charge
without party discipline. able against lands of the Fort Peck Indian 

The reasons for the defeat- included con- Reservation, Mont.; 
cern that abolition of the hanging sentence S. 2179. An act to extend for 3 years the 
could mean an open season· by hardened special milk programs for the Armed Forces 
criminals on policemen. - and veterans hospitals; and 

A new bill introduced in the House of S. J. Res. 114. Joint resolution extending 
Commops by Pennell is intended to meet the duration of copyright protection in cer
this ()bjection. The long walk to the scaffold tain cases. 
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NATIONAL RESOURCE DEVELOP
MENT POLICY AND THE DICKEY
LINCOLN SCHOOL PROJECT 
Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, Wednes

day, October 25, the House of Represent
atives voted to reject a compromise ap
propriation for the Dickey-Lincoln . 
School project on the upper St. John 
River in the State of Maine. It was an 
unfortunate action, which reflected mis
understandings as to the value of the 
project to Maine and the rest of New 
England, a departure from our basic na
tional resource development policy, and 
pressures from a powerful group of lob
byists organized on a national scale. 

Earlier I had something to say about 
the kind of tactics and pressures that 
have been utilized by the private power 
lobby over the past 3 years in opposition 
to this project. 

I should like to .make the record this 
afternoon with respect to one of the 
latest of such efforts exerted by that 
lobby. What I have to say has to do with 
the activities, the testimony, and the 
statements of Mr. Albert A. Cree, who 
is chairman of the Electric Coordinating 
Council of New England. 

On May 11 of this year, Mr. Cree made 
a statement to the Subcommittee on 
Public Works of the Senate Appropria
tions Committee relating to the eco
nomic feasibility of the Dickey-Lincoln 
School project. The distinguished chair
man of that subcommittee requested 
that the Federal Power Commission, and 
specifically its Bureau of Power, make 
an analysis of that statement by Mr. 
Cree for the benefit of the subcommittee. 

Under date of June 12, 1967, the Fed
eral Power Commission submitted to the 
Senator from Louisiana [Mr. ELLENDER] 
a memorandum report prepared by the 
Federal Power Commission's Bureau of 
Power, analyzing Mr. Cree's statement to 
the subcommittee. I ask unanimous con
sent that that memorandum report be 
printed in the RECORD arthis point. 

There being no objection, the report 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

, FEDERAL POWER COMMISSION, 
Washington D.C., June 12, 1967. 

Hon. ALLEN J. ELLENDER, 

Chairman, Subcommittee on Public Works, 
Committee on Appropriations, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR ELLENDER: As requested in 
your letter of May 13, 1967, we have had our 
staff analyze the testimony on the Dickey
Lincoln School project presented by Mr. Al
bert A. Cree, Chairman, Electric Coordinating 
Council of New England. The staff analysis 
and comments are included in the enclosed 
memorandum report. The analysis is based 
principally on staff studies made in December 
1966 for the Survey and Investigation Staff, 
House Appropriations Committee. 

The Com.mission has previously considered 
the Dickey-Lincoln , School project, and in 
1964 reported to the Secretary of the Interior . 
that ,the proposed development was eco
nomically well justifted and merited early 
construction. The current staff studies sup
port this conclusion. 

,Sincerely, 
LEE C. WHITE, 

Chairman. 

MEMORANDUM REPORT PREPARED BY THE FED• 
ERAL POWER COMMISSION'S BUREAU OJ' 
POWER ANALYZING A STATEMENT MADE BY 
ALBERT A. CREE 1 TO THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON 
PuBLIC WORKS, SENATE APPROPRIATIONS 
COMMITTEE, REGARDING APPROPRIATIONS TO 
COMPLETE STUDIES FOR THE DICKEY-LINCOLN 
SCHOOL PROJECT, MAINE 
This memorandum report has been pre

pared in response to the request in a letter 
dated May 13, 1967, from Senator Allen J. 
Ellender, Chairman, Subcommittee on Pub
lic Works, Committee on Appropriations. The 
letter from Senator Ellender included four 
attachments as follows: 

( 1) The Corps of Engineers justification 
for $1,676,000 to complete pre-construction 
planning for the Dickey-Lincoln School proj
ect in Maine, 

(2) A statement to the Subcommittee on 
Public Works, Committee on Appropriations, 
United States Senate, dated May 11, 1967, by 
Mr. Albert A. Cree in opposition to the ap
propriation of additional funds for the 
Dickey-Lincoln School project, 

(3) A review of Dickey-Lincoln School 
project, dated December 1966, by the Electric 
Coordinating Council of New England, and 

(4) A report on Power Supply for New 
England, 1973-1990, dated February 1967 and 
prepared by Ebasco Services, Inc. 

Mr. Cree's statement discusses six points. 
These are listed below as separate headings. 
Following each heading we have briefiy sum
marized Mr. Cree's views as expressed in his 
statement and in the review report of the 
Electric Coordinating Council of New Eng
land. Our comments follow these brief sum
maries. 

Point 1. "A review and appraisal of the 
completeness and adequacy of the study con
ducted by the Corps of Engineers and the 
Department of the Interior on which the re
port was based recommending the project for 
authorization." 

Mr. ere~ contends that a complete and 
adequate study has not been made of the 
Dickey-Lincoln School project. 

Most of Mr. Cree's comments relate to the 
August 1964 report on the International 
Passamaquoddy Tidal Power Project and 
Upper St. John River Hydroelectric Power 
Development, the latter. being the proposed 
Dickey-Lincoln School project. While it is 
true that the 1964 report does not contain 
some details that are normally included in 
survey reports by the Corps of Engineers, 
there have been continuous studies of the 
Dickey-Lincoln School project since that date. 
The detailed cost estimates for the Dickey 
project, as prepared by the Corps of Engi
neers in 1964 and shown on pages 17-29 of 
the report by the Electric Coordinating 
Council, are evidence, however, that con
siderable study had been made of the project 
even at that date. 

Point 2. "An analysis of the soundness of 
the cost estimate of $218.7 million." 

Mr. Cree expresses to view, based upon 
studies made by Chas. T. Main, Inc., that 
the construction cost of the Dickey-Lincoln 
School project will be at least $284 m1111on, 
compared to the Corps of Engineers esti
mate of $218 m111ion, .and that an allowance 
for escalation in the cost of labor and ma
terial between 1964 and the 1975 date of con
struction completion would add approxi
mately $55 million to the construction cost. 

We have not attempted to evaluate the sep
arate cost estimates of the Corps of Engineers 
and Chas. T. Main because such an evaluation 
could not be made within the time avail
able for the preparation of these comments. 
We note, however, that the Corps of Engi
neers has had wipespread experience in esti
mating the co,sts of reservoir projects 
throughout the United States. Nevertheless, 
actual construction costs may differ signifi-

1 Chairman, Central Vermont Public Serv
ice Corporation; President, Ver~ont Electric 
Power Company, Inc.; Chairman, Electric 
Coordinating Council of New England. 

cantly from estimated costs, either on the 
high or low side. Several recent bids by con
tractors to build large reservoir projects for 
the Corps of Engineers have been less than 
the Corps' estimates of costs. Examples are 
the Libby project in Montana, the Dworshak 
project in Idaho, and the Carters project in 
Georgia. In March 1967, the contractors who 
are to build the Libby dam. in Montana near 
the Canadian border bid $82.9 million to 
construct this project. This is $5.5 mUlion 
less than the Corps' estimated construction 
cost of $88.4 million. Due to adverse winter 
weather conditions the construction season 
for Libby will be similar to that which would 
be available for the Dickey-Lincoln School 
project. We note also that the Corps' more 
detailed studies of the Dickey-Lincoln School 
project, made since 1964, have resulted in a 
decrease in their estimate of construction 
cost from $218.7 to $212.1 m1111on. In ref
erence to possible escalation in costs of labor 
and material, the Electric Coordinating 
Council's review report (page 46) recognizes 
that a comparable escalation would result in 
the cost of constructing alternative sources 
of power. 

Point 3. "An analysis of the soundness of 
the estimated allocation of the annual proj
ect benefits to power, flood control and area 
redevelopment." 

Mr. Cree agrees that the allocation of al
most 98.5 percent of the project benefits to 
power and the $40,000 annual benefit to 
fl.ood control are both reasonable. He states 
that the allocation of $409,000 (now esti
mated by the Corps to be $467,000) of annual 
benefits to area redevelopment should be re
viewed in the light o! past experience at 
other locations, particularly in the Massena, 
New York, area of the large St. Lawrence 
River Power Development. 

Whether or not costs are allocated to area 
redevelopment is a matter of policy. In the 
case of the Dickey-Lincoln School project, the 
amount of the proposed allocation of proj
ect costs to this purpose is too small to 
have a significant effect on the economics 
of power development. 

Point 4. "An appratsal of the plans for the 
marketing of power including the proposed 
power rates to be charged and the payout 
schedule." 

Mr. Cree states that there is no evidence 
that a marketing plan exists for the output 
of the Dickey-Lincoln School project and 
that the seven ·major electric utilities in 
southern New England would not be inter
ested in purchasing peaking power from the 
project at a price of $15 per kilowatt per year 
plus three mills per kilowatt-hour, with 
availability of approximately two hours per 
day five days per week. 

If the Dickey-Lincoln School project is 
constructed, the Department of the Interior, 
under terms of the 1944 Flood Control Act, 
would have the responsibility for marketing 
the power output. We are not aware of In
terior having specific plans for marketing the 
project power, but representatives of that 
Department have suggested that 100,000 kilo
watts of capacity at 50 percent annual load 
factor would be marketeq to preference cus
tomers in Maine and the remaining capacity 
would be sold as peaking capacity to major 
electric utmty systems in New England. 

Our studies show that a price of approxi
mately $15 per kilowatt-year plus three mills 
per kilowatt-hour would be required to pay 
all operation, maintenance, and marketing 
expens.es and to amortize within 50 years all 
power investment costs, including the cost of 
transmission facilities. 

The assumption that the peaking power 
would be made available approximately two 
hours per day five days per week would not 
provide for the best utmzation of the papa.c
ity. The large storage capacity that would be 
available in the Dickey reservoir ,would permit 
operation of, the project on a seasonal J>asis 
so as to provide more hours of operation per 
day during peak load periods. Also, it is un-
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derstood t,hat consideration is being given 
to installing two or more reversible units 
in the Pickey plant. This would require the 
purchase of electric energf for pumping but 
would permit a further increase in the nwn- . 
ber of hour.s that peaking capacity could be · 
made available each day. 

As is indicated in. olir comments under 
Point 5,1w~ do not agree that the investor
owned utilities could provide alternative ' 
capacity at a cqst that. would be lowet· than 
the delivered cost of power from the Dickey- ' 
Lincoln School project. · • 1 

Eoint .s .. :~:A co"!parison of the estimated , 
cost of power production ,'l!nder the ']?roject 
witfl, cost~._'fltnder alternative m:eans, inclu~ing 
steam plf;ints, nuc~ear plants, a;nd _pumpe4 
storage and nuclear combinations." 

Mr. <Pree pontends that the_, investor-owned 
utilities in New England, by constructing 
combinations of nuclear plants and pumped 
storage hydroelectric plants,, could supply 
power, equivalent to the output of the DickeY;
Lincoln ~chool project at an_n_ual savln~ of, 
roughly $2.2 million. Computations in sup
port of1 thi~ co~clusion ,a_re shown on p~e 59 
of the Electric Coordinating Council's review · 
re1'ort. Mr.10ree repea:ts his argument under 
Point 2 'tliat the cast estimate of the Dickey'- • 
Lincoln School project is too low; states that 
a -realistic interest rate of~%: percent would , 
conform more nearly to the requirements of 
Senate Document ~o. 97 than the 3~ per
cent '4-sed by th'~ De~arii:n~nt pf th,e In1;e~ior; 
and co:Qtends thSit a realistic service life of 50 
years rat~er thaµ 100, ye~rs_,s~ould , be used 
for economic ana~yses to conform to t:µe g~n
erally accepted amortization per,iod_ for Fed
eral projects. 

It is ·our conclusion that the indicated 
annual sav!ngs of $2.2 mlllion is unrealistic 
for a · number of reasans. The comparative 
analysis upon which Mr: Cree's -statement· is 
based assigns no value to the Dickey-Lincoln 
School project for doWI1stream"' benefits to 
hydroelectric plants in Canada. The latter 
benefits have been estimated to average 350,-
000,000 kilowatt-hours annuallf' and it is 
understood that oile-halfi...of this amount 'of 
energy would be made available by Canada to 
the United States each year as payment for 
the benefits to the Canadian plants. The 
analysis makes no allowance for the greater 
periods of outages of nuclear plants as com
pared with those of hY,droelectric_ pl~nt~. It 
assumes that alternative pumped stqr~e 
plants would . be available at a capital cost of 
$72 per kilqwa:tt, an amoun1; which 11?1 con
siderably less than our estimates. Also, it 
assumes that all pumping energy required 
by the pumped storage pla,nts :would be low
cost; ener.gy available from nuclear plants. 
Our studies show. that such energy would ·not 
be avai_lable for pumping dµring the early 
years of operation of the Dickey-Lincoln 
School project. 

In reference to the interest rate, the rate 
of 3Ys percent was furnished .by the Tr~asury 
Department as being in conformance with 
the method for determ\ning ,the interest rate 
for Federal water resource proJ,eots as out
lined in Senate Document No. 97., 

A period of 100 years or the estimated eco
nomic life, whichever is shorter, is normally 
used in economic analyses of major water 
resource projects. This is in accord with the 
pi;ovistons in Senate Document No. 97. In 
financial analyses, made for the purpose of 
determining repayment :requirements, it ls 
customary to assume that all power costs 
will be amortized within a period o! 50 years 
from th,e in-service date of the fac1lities. 

Last December ,the Commission staff fur
nished information to the Surveys and In
vestigation Staff, House Appropriations Com
mittee, on the estimated cost of power from 
sources alternative to the Dickey-Lincoln 
School devel()pment. We believe a summary 
of this information would be more useful 
than a step-by-step analysis of the estlmate.s 
presen;ted in, the Electric Coordinating Coun-

CXIII--1990-Part 23 

ell'~' review report. Tp.~refor~, we are present- ~ 
ing below our estimates ·or (a) alternative 
power costs, (b) our econpin~c evaluation of 
the .D1ckey:--·L1ncolh Schoo! project, and (c) ' 
our determinatibn or' the rate that would be l 
required 'to repay the powe:rl ·costs · of the 
Dick:ey-:Li~doln Schqoq>roject. , " .~ ' 
(a) .Estimated. cost o/ pow~ ft.oJn: ,sources 

alternative to Dickey,..Lincoln School dev~l-
opment ' 
Estimates have beeii mad~ by the Commis-

sions' . staff of the unit costs of power ;from. 
various sources alternative to the Dickey
Lincoln School development. These unit costs 
have been de,rived and converted · to at
market values applicable at load centers in 
Maine and in the Boston area .. Alternative 
costs were estimated on the .basis of the cost 
of1 power from conventional steam, .nuclear· 
steain, and pumped storage developm~pts'. 

The estimated costs of power from a nu
clear steam-electric plant in ·Maine are based 
upon the costs of power from a plant located 
in the Boston area with a p'ortion of the out
put being transmitted to Maine. It was found 
that SJlCh an arrangement would provide 
power at Jower cost than a plant located ~n 
Maine. This ls due to the suostantial trans
missidn fac111tles thiit WoUld be required to 
mal"ket the power if a large nuclear plant 
were constructed in Maine in the Iiear future. 
No estimates are included for the cost Of a 
pumped storage development in Maine be- · 
cause such' a 'development ' would be fhcapa'." 
ble of supplying load at average system load 
factor: • Therefore, a pumped· storage project 
coula not be an alternative to the •100,000 
kilowatts -o? .power from Dickey-Lincoln 
School which, it is assumed, would be ·mar
keted at system load factor in Maine: 

Fixed ·charges ass'l,1.re private, finan~ing and 
include the cost of money at 7.0 percent, de
preciation, interim replac~:µi{lnts, insurance, , 
and taxes based on the experience of ut111ty 
companies in the area. Operation and main
tenance costs, including administrative and 
general expenses, were based on the latest ' 
available information! 

The alternative conventional tteam-elec
tric p1an'.ts in the Boston and Portland areas 
and the alternative • nudeat plant in the 
Boston area were each assumed to be located · 
15 miles from the existing transmission ;iet
work. The estimated costs include, therefore, 
estimates of the cost of transmittipg the 
power .output a distance of 15 miles. The 
estimated cost of nuclear power in Maine 
includes the cost of transmitting powex: from 
a plant in the Boston area to Portland, 
Maine. Alternative puµiped stprag~ develop
ments were assumed tQ be available -~n ,aver
age of 75 miles .from Boston. Therefore, 1;1;1.e 
cO!st of power from such developments in
cludes the cost of 75 miles of transmission 
fac111tles. 

The three following tables show the deri
vation of the estimates of the unit cost of 
power from (1) conventional steam-electric 
plants; (2) nuclear plants, and (3) pumped 
storage projecttl. The resulting costs were 
converted to at-market power' values and 
these are sunimar!Zed below: · ' ' 

I,:;)' 
,Type of plant 

(, 

Conventio11al steam: 
Capacizy (dollars per kilowatt-

year) ____ ·--·---------~- __ 
Energy (mills per kilowatt-hour) _____ • __ •• ______ -- __ _ 

Nticfear steam: 
· Capacity (dollars per kilowatt

: yea-r>.=----·-·····-···---Energy (mills per kilowatt-
Punfp' ~~~!~er:·----~ ; --·---------

" Oarpacity (tlolltrs pet kilowatt: 

Estimated at-market power 
values ' 

r{lassachusetts ~aine 

26.50 

2.47 

28.50 

1. 27 

19. 50 

23.50 

2.97 
') (t 

.33.50 

1. 37 

(1) En~~::-Crii11is-iier-·i<iiowa(t: 
hour) ••••• !·-------------- ' -

l Not estimated. 

Some important differences • b.etween the 
staff estimates, as sh'own in Attachments (1), 
(~),and (3) •. a'nd th'.e estimates made by the 
Electric coordinating Couhcn are discussed 
below ' '• · ' 1 :. J 

Th~ stat! macie a capa'City value WctJustment ' 
of t~tj.ipercentr ih favor' o~, ti;ie plc:key-Lincoln 
Schoo capacity in the .comp'ariscnrwlth costs 
of conventional steam-electric and nuclear 
J>9wer, and' an adjustmen,t of ':five percent in 
the co~parison }Vith pumP,ed-s~orage p.ydro
electrlc powei'. The stftff beueireS'-that in de
veloping a value for the dependable capacity 
Of "a prpject such as Dickey-L~ncoln School, 
ba.¥d J,ipon t~e co,s~ of power from an alter
native thermal-electric plant, adjustments 
must be made to reflect the difference in sys
tem reserve requirements, operating ' fiexi- • 
b111ty1 service a':ailab111ty, and ot;b,er fa~tors. \ 
Most · hydroelectric plants, for example, y~ . 
particularly well adapted . for serving 1 peak 1 

loads and operating as synchronous 'Con• ~ 
densers or as spinning reserve. Under favor- · 
able water conditions they Ih!l:f supply ca
pac.ij;Y in excess qt their dependable cftpaci.ty, , 
making possi'Qle savings i:µ 1 ove~a~~ ~stem•, 
costs. The hydroelectric plant involves . the 
u5e of" rugged ni-iibhinery · opeilatfng at lbw 
speeds and temperatures, in contrast td'' the 
mddem therma1.:e1ectric ·plant which is ·an 
intricate and complex· mechanism involving 
high-speed, high-pressure, high-temperature 
eqWpment. Thus, th'e thermal-electric plant 
is 1 subject· to more equipment outages for 
maintenance ·and repair. · · · 

Based·uport studies made for ' the' -Natlonal 
Power Survey, average forced and schedulett 
outages for steam-electric units' ra.ted at 600 
megawat~ wm range from aboilt 11.0 to 13.5 
pl!rcent where'its the · comp.arable outage rate 
for hydroelectric --an.its is about 2.2 1percent. 
Bas;ed-load nuclear plants a;re r·shut r'down 
abbU:t 'once a year for refueling and are inop
erative ·during such periOds which usually 
range·from three to five weelts. An additional 
credit could be assigned 'to hydroelectric ·ca .. 
pa.city · owing; td its fast-loading characteris
tic's. Based upon these considerations the staffi 
selected a capacity value adjusttne:J:ilt of ten 
perceht in favor of hyctroelectric capacity 
when deriving- the •value of power based upon 
the cost of alternative thermalrelectrlc · 
s.ources. 'There is, of course, an element of 
judgment in selecting the adjustment· factor . 
which should be · used. In a pending applica
tion ' for license to construct ~ ;hydr<>electric 
project, a large investor-owned elec.tric util
ity has submitted an economic analysis to 
the Commission in ,whlch it uses an adjust
ment of 15 percent in favor of · the hydro
electric project. Thus, this is not. a factor 
whicb is recognized only by the Commission's 
staff. , 

A conventional hydroelectric- project hav
ing a large storage reservoir has certain in
herent advantages that would not be avail
able in the average pumped storage project. 
The' Dickey project will·have 2.9 million acre
feet of usable po:wel' storage and will have a 
reregulating reservoir to permit peaking ·oper
ations- without restrictions. It can provide 
alm'OSt instantaneous• reserve capacity 24 
hours· a day or it can provide · continuous 
operation at full load for 24 hours or more 
if needed. In contrast, a ·pumped,,_, storage 
project must cease o.perations wh.en its upper 
reservoir .~s e.Il\pty, probably after. only a few 
hours of operation. Also, d,urlng the dally 
pumping cycle ~he generating units are not 
available as, a source of system reserve ca
pa-city._ For these ,_important re~ons it 1s 
considered that a credit should be given to 
the conventio:ri.a1 hydroeleytric d.ev~lopmeiit. 
The-amoun~ . 9! ,flye percent w_a.s selected on 
the basis of engineering judgment. 

The Electric Coordinating Council's review 
r~poit (p~e .49) cites three pote~tlal pumped 
storage proje,cts wh.ich it indicates can be 
constructed for-costs ranging -from $64 to e76 
per ... kilowatt. Np deta.11~{.art; given 1n su,1>i>ort 
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of these estimates which are much lower 
than the $95 per kilowatt used by the staff. 

Selection of the size and unit cost of alter
native pumped storage developments in
volves some Judgment based on information 
relative to the few projects which have been 
constructed and estimates for potential de
velopments. The following tabulation, based 
upon latest information available to the staff, 
shows the actual and estimated costs of 
pumped storage projects constructed or 
under construction under FPC licenses. 

Project 

Taum Sauk, Mo ___ __ ______ __ __ _ 
Yards Creek, NJ _____ _______ __ _ 
Cabin Creek, Colo ______ _____ __ _ •_ 
Muddy Run, Pa ______ _____ ____ _ _ 

~!ri~~~·~k=== = = = == == == == ==== = 

Installed 
capacity 

(megawatts) 

1408 
388 
300 
800 
355 
500 

Estimated 
cost per 
kilo.watt 

2 $113 
2 84 
107 

3 92 
8106 
3124 

a The licensee now reports the rating of the 2 generating units 
In this plant to be 204 megawatts each. However, the total rating 
of the 2 units as specified in the license is 350 megawatts. Using 
the latter rating the unit cost is $132 per kilowatt 

2 Actual. 
• The lower pool is provided by existing facilities and is not 

Included in this cost estimate. 
Estimates for other projects proposed by 

various interests range from $70 to •140 or 
more per kilowatt. Unit costs depend upon 
site conditions, unit and plant sizes, and 
other factors. Costs may be less when the 
lower reservoir is already provided, as at 
Muddy Run and Kinzua, under construction, 
or at the proposed Cornwall and Northfield 
Mountain projects. 

The Commission staff has made recon
naissance estimates for a number of poten
tial pumped storage developments in the 
New England area. Sixteen of these with in
stallations of 500 mw or more each would be 
located within 100 miles of Boston and 
would provide an aggregate installed capac
ity of about 10 million kilowatts. The aver
age plant size would be about 600 mw and 
the weighted average cost was estimated at 
about $95 per kilowatt. 

Consideration of the above led to selection 
of the alternative pumped storage project 
of 600 mw capacity costing $95 per kilowatt. 

The analysis in the Electric Coordinating 
Council's report assumes that pumping 
energy required for pumped storage plants 
would cost 1.91 mllls per kilowatt-hour. The 
staff assumed such energy would cost 3 .o 
mills per kilowatt-hour. 

Pumping energy must be supplied by 
plants other than those operating in the 
base of the load. As nuclear plants are in
troduced into the power systems, such plants 
are used to supply base load generation 
because of their low energy costs. Thus, in 
the early years of operation of pumped stor
age plants, the sources of pumping energy 
would be conventlonal •steam-electric plants. 
For estimating purposes the incremental 
costs of generation at ·such plants may be as
sumed to be equivalent ·to the cost of fuel. 
Such costs for 1964 -are shown in the Com
mission's publication entitled, Steam-Elec
tric Plant Construction Cost and Annual 
Production Expenses. A review of the fuel 
costs at plants of 100 mw and niore located 
within a 100-mile. radius of Boston shows 
that fuel costs ranged from 2.97 to 7.18 m1lls 
per kilowatt-hour ~t 18 plants having a total 
installed capacity of 4,266 mw. The weighted 
average cost was 3.67 mills per kilowatt-hour. 
These are at-site costs and do not include 
any allowance for transmission costs and 
losses that might be incurred if the energy 
were transmitted to a pumped storage plant 
for pumping use. The costs of energy· for 
pumping would decrease as the older con
ventional plants are retired and today's base 
load plants are moved nigher on the load 
c-µrve. Eventually, it is expected that nu
clear plants woulCl be ·available to supply 

energy for pumping purposes but this would 
be many years in the , future, probably not 
before one half of the total generating capac..; 
ity is nuclear. Thus, the cost of pumping 
enetgy would be expected to decrease over 
the life of the pumped stoJ."&.ge development. 
Considering all of these factors, the staff 
estimated 3.0 mms per kilowatt-hour as a 
reasonable 11fe-t1lne cost of pumping energy. 
( b) Economtc evaluation of Dickey-Ltncoln 

-School project 
In preparing an estimate of the value of 

power from the Dickey-Lincoln School de
velopment, consideration was given to the 
manner in which the Department of the In
terior proposes to market the project power. 
It is understood that the intent ls to sell 
100,000 kilowatts of capacity at 50 percent 
load ' factor in Maine and to sell the remain
ing capacity at about 10 percent annual load 
factor in the Boston area. 

Consideration was also given to the pro
posed use of the United States entitlement 
to energy gains at Canadian plants result
ing from operation of the Dickey reservoir. 
Under terms of the proposed treaty with 
Canada, tlie United States would receive 
175,000,000 kilowatt-hours annually, less 
transmission losses At least one percent of 
this amount would be returned weekly. On 
this basis the Department of the Interior 
expects to market 85,000,000 kilowatt-hours 
of the annual entitlement as firm energy. 

Our studies showed that the lowest cost 
alternative source of 50 percent load factor 
power in Maine would be a conventional 
steam-electric plant. For power at ten per
cent load factor delivered in the Boston area, 
the lowest cost source of alternative power 
would be a pumped storage project. There
fore, in this analysis of the value of power 
output of the Dickey-Lincoln School project, 
the value of the portion to be marketed in 
Maine has been based on the cost of power 
from a steam-electric plant and the value 
of the remainder has been based on the cost 
of power from a pumped storage project 

The following table shows the derivation 
of the at-market value of project power, ex
clusive of downstream benefits: 
Value of power marketed in 

Maine: 
100,000 kilowatts x $23.50 ____ $2, 350, 000 
353,000,000 1 kilowatt hours x 

3.1 2 mills ----------------- 1, 094, 300 

Subtotal - - - ---- --- ------ 3,444,300 

Value of remaining power mar
keted in Boston area: 

. 689,000 3 kilowa.tts x 90.5 x 
$19.50 ------- -------------- 12, 159, 100 

638,000,000' kilowatt hours x 
92.9 percerut x 4.5 mills_____ 2, 667, 100 

Subrbotal ---- - -- - - - ------ 14,826, 200 

Total at-market value ---- 18, 270, 500 
1 438,000,000 kwh for 50% load factor oper

ation less 85,000,000 kwh from U.S. entitle
merut of Canadian downstream benefits. 

2 This ls the cost from Attachment 1 wlth
oUJt tlie energy oost adjUSltiment factor. Use 
of ·this facitor is not appropria.te in this case 
since the power in Maine is to be m&rketed 
ait 50 % load f'aC'too'. 

8 Total project capacity Of 794,000 kw less 
wt-site ca.pa.city of 105,000 kw (100,000 kw 
plus 5,000 kw losses) marketed in Maine. 

' TO!tal projeot annual eutput of 1,010,000,-
000 kwh less 372,000,000 ~wh . (353,000,000 
kwh plus 19,000,000 kwh losses) marketed ln 
Maine. 

The total, benefits attributable to the proj
ect may be derived by adding to the above 
power benefits, the downstream power bene
fits and the non-power benefits as obtained 
from the Department of the Interior and 
the Corps of Engineers. • v, 

At-market value of project 
power ----------------------Total downstream benefits to 
Canadian plants ___________ _ 

Flood control benefits ________ _ 
Area redevelopment benefits __ _ 

Total ------------ ------

$18,270,500 

1,050.000 
40,000 

467,000 

19,827,500 
The capital and annual cost of the Dlckey

Lincoln School project and the associated 
transmission fac111ties, as estimated by the 
Corps of Engineers and the Department of 
the Interior, respectively, are as follows. 
Project construction cost ____ _ $212, 113, 000 
Transmission construction 

cost -------------------- -- 78,820, 000 
Interest during construction_ 20, 895, 000 

Total investment______ 311, 828, 000 

Annual fixed charges (3% % 
interest and 100-year period 
of analysis)---------------

Annual operating costs------
10,215,000 
1,957,400 

Total annual costs_____ 12, 172, 400 

On the basis of the foregoing, the benefit
cost ratio of the project would be 1.63 to 
1.0. 
(c) Rate and repayment analysis of Dtckey

Ltncoln School project 
Rates for the sale of project power would 

be based on recovering the costs, including 
amortization of the investment allocated to 
power over a 50-year period. The available 
allocation assigns the following capital and 
annual costs to power. 
Project construction cost _____ $199, 538, 000 
Transmission construction 

cost ------------ ---------- 78,820,000 
Interest during construction__ 19, 857, 000 

Investment allocated to 
power--------------- 298,215,000 

Annual fixed charges (3% per-
cent interest and 50-year 
amortization) -------------

Annual operating costs ______ _ 

Annual costs allocated to 

11,866,000 
1,955,400 

power --------------- 13, 821, 400 
Should all energy available at the market, 

including at-site production and the down
stream entitlement, be marketed at 3.0 m1Us 
per kilowatt-hour the annual revenue would 
be $3,331,500 (1110.5 million kwh x 3.0 mUls). 
The capacity available at the market (723.5 
mw) would then cost $14.50 per kilowatt
year. Allowing $0.50 per kilowatt for annual 
administrative costs, the resulting rate would 
be about $15 per kilowatt-year. This is sub
stantially below our estimated cost of capac
ity from alternative power plants constructed 
with private, financing. 

Potnt 6. "An overall appraisal of the need 
and significance of the project in meeting 
power requtrements in the Ztght of the ex
pansion program planned by the New Eng
land. utiltttes." 

Mr. Cree states that in view of all that ls 
currently being done in New England for 
provision of the economical supply of the 
power needs of the people of the region, there 
is no need for, and no significance to, the 
Dickey-Lincoln School project in meeting 
the future power requirements of New Eng
land. He reports that by 1980 the Dickey
Llncoln School project would be cape.ble of 
supplying less tlian 2.5 percent of New Eng
land's peak load capacity requirements, and 
less than one percent of New England's an
nual energy requirements. He concludes that 
even if the entire output of the Dickey-Lin
coln School project were given to New Eng
land customers for nothing, it would have · no 
significant effect on the cost of "electricity in 
the region. 

The above statements a.re not very mean-
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lngful because they could be applied to any 
single power source whether. it be a conven
tional hydroelectric development, a pumped 
storage plant, or a thenna1!e1ectric plant. 
New capacity additions are needed to pro
vide for load growth and to replace existing 
equipment as it becomes obsolete. The major 
electric ut111ty systems of New England are 
to be commended for their long range plan
ning to serve future anticipated loads. The 
February 1967 report of Ebasco Services In
corporated on Power Supply for New England 
shows that new generating resources of about 
29 milllon kilowatts will be required in New 
England between 19'73 and 1990. It is pro
posed in the report that some six million 
kilowatts of new peaking capacity be pro
vided during this period through the devel
opment of pumped storage projects. It is ap
parent, therefore, that the capacity at 
Dickey-Lincoln School could be readily uti
lized in the region and that it would be a 
relatively small component of the total elec
tric generating capacity in New England. 
However, the 100,000 kilowatts which would 
be marketed to preference customers in 
Maine could provide a substantial reduction 
in the cost of power to those systems. 

From the standpoint of reliab111ty of serv
ice, it is desirable that a part of the gen
erating capacity be capable of taking on ad
ditional load very quickly. Hydroelectric ca
pacity, both conventional and pumped stor
age, is best adapted for providing peakill$ 
capacity and spinning reserve for load pro
tection. Gas turbines are also used for peak
ing but require more time for loading. They 
are, however, capable of being loaded much 
faster than conventional and nuclear steam
electric capacity. The latter are not suitable 
for peaking use and load protection because 
of economic and operating considerations. 
They have their greatest value in operating 
as base-load plants and constitute desirable 
partners of peaking plants. 

There are many undeveloped conventional 
hydroelectric sites in New England but the 
power potential of most of the sites is small. 
As a result, the cost of power development 
may be greater than the cost of power from 
alternative sources. The proposed Dickey 
project has, by far, the largest power po
tential of any of the undeveloped sites. It 
is apparent that it and several of the po
tential pumped storage developments in New 
England wm be needed in the foreseeable 
future. 

The Dickey project with its large storage 
reservoir normally would be operated as a 
peaking plant, but in case of emergency it 
would be capable of continuous operation 
for a considerable period. In contrast, the 
usual pumped storage development normal
ly would have a small headwater reservoir 
which would limit the power plant to a few 
hours of continuous operation. Another fac
tor to consider in planning pumped storage 
projects as a source of future peaking ca
pacity is the availab111ty of otf-peak energy 
for pumping. A detailed study would be re
quired to determine the maximum amount 
of pumped storage capacity which could be 
ut111zed without encountering limitations in 
avallab111ty of otf-peak energy for pumping. 
A considerable amount of otf-peak energy 
would be required because it takes approxi
mately three kilowatt-hours of pumping en
ergy to produce two kilowatt-hours of on
peak energy by a pumped storage project. 
This means also that the time required for 
pumping is about 1.5 times the generating 
time, assuming operation at full load. 

When considering the merits of the Dickey
Lincoln School project, it should be noted 
that such a development is essential to com
prehensive development of the St. John 
River. The Dickey reservoir will provide 
seasonal storage for the entire system of 
plants on the river and will increase the 
generation at the downstream hydroelectric 
plants in Canada by an average of about 350 
milllon kilowatt-hours per year. Also, the 

existence of this proje.ct near the Canadian 
border would enhance the opportunities tor 
coordinating the operation of electric sys
tems 1n Canada and the Untted States. Our 
studies indicate that the project would be a 
valuable addition to the power supply re
sources of New England. 
ATTACHMENT !.-ESTIMATED COST OF POWER FROM 

SOURCES ALTERNATIVE TO DICKEY-LINCOLN SCHOOL 
DEVEl.,OPMENT 

I. CONVENTIONAL STEAM-ELECTRIC PLANT 

General data Massa
chusetts 

Location. ____ __ ____ __ ____ __ ~ -_ Boston 

Maine 

Portland area. 

Unit size (megawatts) ___ ______ _ 
Fue'-- --------------- -· --·-- --

area. 
600____ ___ 150. 
CoaL__ __ Oil. 

Fuel cost (cents per million 
B.t.u.'s). 

31__ ___ ___ 34. 

Heat rate (B.t.u.'s per kilowatt 
hour). 

Fuel storage (days) ___________ _ 

8,900. - - - - 9,600. 

90. - - - - - - - 90. Depreciation method _________ _ _ 
Capital cost (dollars per 

S.F., 30 yr. S.F., 30 yr. 125 _____ __ 115. 
kilowatt). 

At-site capacity cost (dollars per 
kilowatt-year): 

18.10 15. 15 Fixed charges. _________ _____ 
Fuel storage ___ ____________ __ • 27 .32 Fixed fueL _____ _____ __ ____ _ 1.57 1.67 
Fixed 0. & M. (including A. & G.) ____ ____ _____ ___ __ 1.74 1.87 

Total. •• ___ _ ---- --- - - - - - 21. 68 19. 01 

Associated transmission costs 
(dollars per kilowatt-year):l 

Fixed charges. ____ ____ ___ __ __ 1.56 1.13 
0. & M. (including A. & G.) ____ .49 • 73 
Transmission losses _____ ---- -- .47 .42 

Total.. __ ___ ________ ____ __ _ 2. 52 2 .. 28 

At market capacity cost 
24.20 21.29 (dollars per kilowatt-year)_ 

Hydrosteam capacity value ad-
2. 42 2.13 justment(lO percent) __ ___ ___ _ 

At-market value of h~dro 
capacity (dollars per ilo-

26.62 23.42 Use._ -~~~:~~~~~~= :::==== ====== 26.50 23.50 

Ener~y costs (mills per kilowatt-
our): 

2.48 2. 97 Incremental fueL __ _____ __ __ 
0. & M __ ___ _____ ______ ___ __ .11 . 11 
Transmission losses ____ ____ __ • 04 . 05 

Total. ______ __ _ -- -- ____ __ - 2.63 3.13 
Ener~ri cost adjustment factor 

(m1 Is per kilowatt-hour) a ____ -.20 -.20 
__L___ 

At-market value of hydrO J 
energy (mills per kilowatt-

2. 43 2. 93 hour) ___ ____ ___ __ _______ 

Use. ____ - - -- -- -- -- -- -- - - -- -- - 2.4 2. 9 

.1 Includes step-up substation at steamplant, transmission 
lines to market distribution center, and stepdown substation. 

2 This adjustment is to compensate for the effect on the pro
duction costs of existing thermal plants of adding a peaking 
hydroplant to the system. 

ATTACHMENT 2.-ESTIMATED COST OF POWER FROM 
SOURCES ALTERNATIVE TO DICKEY-LINCOLN SCHOOL 
DEVELOPMENT 

II. NUCLEAR STEAM-ELECTRIC PLANT 

General data 

Unit size (megawatts) ____ ___ __ __ __ _ 
Fuel. . ____ __ ___ _ ---- _____ ___ -- -- -
Depreciation method. __ ___ -- -- -- -- _ 

Capital cost of plant (dollars per 
kilowatt). 

Cost of fuel inventory (dollars per 
kilowatt). 

At-site capacity cost (dollars per 
kilowatt-year): 

Fixed charges ______ ____ ___ - - - _ --
Annual cost of fuel inventory ____ _ _ 
Fixed fueL _____ ___ _____ _______ _ 
Fixed 0. & M. (including A. & G.) •• 

18. 53 
2.10 
.98 

· i.82 

Total. .__ ___ ____ ___ __ __ ____ __ 23. 43 

Maine1 

-r----- --

Associated tran~mission costs (dollars 
per kilowatt-year): 2 

1. 56 4. 56 Fixed charges ••••• _ ••• _ •• _ • ••• _ -
0. & M. (including A. & G.) _____ __ . 49 .95 
Transmission losses __ _______ _____ • 51 1.45 

---
Total. • •• __ •• ____ -- - _ •••• ·-·- _ 2. 56 6.96 

At-market capacity cost (dollars 
per kilowatt-year) ____ ______ _ 25. 99 30.39 

Hydrosteam capacity value adjustment 
(10 percent) __ __ ___ __ ___ _____ _ - - _ 2. 60 3.04 

At-market value of hydro ca~acity 
(dollars per kilowatt-year ____ 28. 59 33.43 

Use. ___ __ __ _ - - - - -- - - - - ---- -- --- - - 28. 50 33.50 

Energy costs (mills per killowatt-hour): 
Incremental fueL _____ ___ _______ 1.26 1. 26 
0. & M-- - ---- ---- ------- -- - - --- .09 .09 
Nuclear insurance ________ ___ ____ • 05 .05 
Transmission losses _______ ____ ___ .02 .05 

Total. __ __ __ ______ _ --- -- ---- - _ 1.42 1. 45 
Energy cost adjustment factor (mills 

per kilowatt-hour) a _____ _____ • ___ -.20 -.20 

At-mark'et value of hydro energy 
(mills per kilowatt-hour) __ ___ _ 1.22 1.25 

Use ____ ___ __ -- -- -- -- - -- -- - - - - - - - - 1.2 1.3 

i These costs are based upon a plant located in the Boston 
area with a portion of the output being delivered to Portlan~J 
Maine. If it were assumed that the 345-kv. transmission grio. 
planned by the Electric Coordinating Council of New England 
were in existence and that a nuclear plant in Maine need only 
be connected to this grid, without sharinR in its cost, then the 
at-market value of nuclear power would be $29 per kilowatt per 
year plus 1.2 mills per kilowatt-hour. Under this assumption. at 
SO-percent plant factor# the cost of power would be slightly less 
than the cost of power rom a conventional steam-electric plant. 

21ncludes step-up substation at nuclear plant. transmission 
lines to market distribution centers in Boston and Portland 
areas, and stepdown substations. 

a This adjustment is to compensate for the effect on the pro
duction costs ot existing thermal plants of adding a peakina 
hydroplant to the system. 

ATTACHMENT 3.-ESTIMATED COST OF POWER FROM 
SOURCES ALTERNATIVE TO DICKEY-LINCOLN SCHOOL 
DEVELOPMENT 

Ill. PUMPED STORAGE DEVELOPMENT 

General data 

Location. ______ _____ ___ _____ ___ __ _ - - - - -'- -

Plant size (megawatts) __ ----- ------ -- - ----Number of units _____ _____ _____ ______ ____ _ 
Depreciation method. __ _______ ___ -- __ - -- - -
Capital cost (dollars per kilowatt) ___ _____ __ _ 

At-site capacity cost(dollars per kilowatt-year): 
Fixed charges. ________________ ------_ 
0. & M. (including A. & G.) _____ _ . _____ _ 
Transmission losses __________________ _ 

Massachu
setts i 

General Boston 
area. 

600. 
3. 
S.F., 50 yr. 
95. 

12. 69 
1. 50 
. 45 

TotaL____________________________ 14.19 

Associated transmission costs (dollars per 
kilowatt-year) : 2 

Fixed charges _____ ___________________ 3, 08 
0. & M. (including A. & G.) ___ _________ . 69 
Transmission losses __ _ --- - -----------_ • 45 

TotaL _______ ______ __ _____________ 4. 22 

At-market capacity cost (dollars per 
kilowatt-year)_______ ___ __ ______ __ 18. 41 

Capacity value adjustment factor(~ percent)S _ • 92 

At-market value of conventional hydro 
capacity (dollars per kilowatt-year)_ 19. 33 

Use. ___ ____ _______ __ _____ --- ---- --- ----- 19. 50 

Energy costs (mills per kilowatt-hour): 
Pumping energy cost__ __ _________ ____ _ 

. Cost per kwh generated ____ ____ ____ __ _ 
Transmission losses __________ , _____ __ _ 

Total.. _____ __ - - -- ~- -- -- -- -- - - -- -- -
At-market value of energy (mills per kilowatt-

hour) •• -- - - - - -.- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
use. --- -- ----- -- --- ---- -- ---- ---- ---- ---

4. 55 

4. 5 

i No pumped storage capacity assumed to be constructed or 
utilized in Maine. . 

2 Includes step-up substation at pumped storage plant, trans
mission lines to distribution center in Boston area, and step-
down substation. . 

a Assigns a value to conventional hydro capacity 5 percent 
greater than pumped storage capacity. 

Mr. MUSKIE. ·Mr. President, I shall 
read fr-0m that memorandum report Just 
briefly, in order to ma~e a point which 
will become evident when I get to it. 

In the concluding paragraphs of its 
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memorandum, the Federal ,Power Cqm-
mission said this: ) • ~ 

There are many undeveloped con~entional 
hydroelectric sites in New England but the 
power potential of most of the sites is small. 
As a result, the cost of power development 
may ·be greater than the cost of power from 
alternative sources. The pr<:>posed Dickey. 
project has, by f·ar, the largest power poten
tial of any of the undeveloped sites. It is ap
parent that ij; a.nd several of the potential 
pumped storage developments in New Eng- · 
land will be needed in the foreseeable future. 

-The Commission continued: 
When considering the merits of th~ Dickey

Lincoln School project, it should be noted 
that such a development is essential to com
prehensive develop:me.nt of the St. John 
River. The Dickey reservoir will provide sea
sonal storage for the entire system of plants 
on the river· and will increase the generaition 
at the downstream hydroelectric plants in, 
Canada by an average of about 350 million 
kilowatt-hours 1 ~r. year. Also, the existence 
of thl.S project near the Canadian border 
would ehlra·nce the opwrt~nitie~ for coordk· 
na1;ing 'the operation of electric systems in 
Canada and the United S~tes. Our ,studies: 
inclicate ·that 'the project w0uld be a valuable 
addition ' to the' power supply resources of 
New Engla*d. , . ' 

As I have stated, Mr. President, that 
memorandum repcrt was sent by the 
Federal Power CpmmissiQn to the dis
tinguished Senator from Louisiana [Mr. ' 
ELLENDER] in response to his request, 

That did not end the matter. Mr. Cree, 
as Chairman of the Electric Coordinating 
Council, was not satisfied to· let the rec
ord stand at that point; and so, in Sep
temJ:>er of this year, he issued a report 
on the FPC memorandum from which 
I have just read; and his report lists the 
following subheadings as findings of the , 
Federal Power Commission. 

Square, if you will, Mr. President, what 
I am about to read as a description of 
that report, with the language I have just 
read from the report itself. 

First: 
FPC findings show Dickey-Lincoln would 

be constructed solely for power purposes. 

Second: 
FPC findings show proposed Dickey-Lin:. ' 

coln rate would not recover cost. 

Third: 
FPC findings show Dickey-Lincoln a hope

lessly inefficient means of producing power. 

Fourth: 
FPO findings show Dickey-Lincoln power' 

would exceed eqUivalent cost of alternative 
power. 

This is the most incredible distortion 
of the facts and of the findings of a 
Government agency on a project that I 
suspect the hi:story of public power proj
ects in our country can disclose. Com
pare, Mr. President, the language I have' 
just read from the report itself-and 
especially the last sentence, "Our studies 
indicate that the project would be a 
valuable addition to the power supply , 
resources of New EI}gland"-with this 
one from the Electric Coordinating Coun
cil, that "FPC finding shows Dickey
Lincoln a hopelessly inefficient means of 
producing power." 

Mr. President-, Senators and Members· 
of the House o.f Representatives have' 

1~ 

.., i l e,_ q.e• .HH'.! 

told me-Members ··· who have been 
arbund a iong time..!..::..that ' they canr:tot 
rep?-ll a more, vic(ous lpbbying carµpai~n 
against a sing~ proj_ect tliaµ in the ~se 
of DickeY:-Lincoln . . I 13.ave repeated that 
observation to many, people in ,Maine, 
~nd I unde~stand, t.hat1 ttie pow~r co~
pani~s challenged. th}.s ~s an unfaiJ' ac
cusation. I ask, Mr. President. whether 
or not that accusation does not stand up 
by the comparison which I have made 
this afternoon. 

But I shall nqt stop thete. My distin
guished colleague [Mrs. SMITHJ who has 
been in the forefront of the fight for 
this project, ai1so received, as a member 
of the Public Wof~s Subcommittee of th~ 
Appropriations dommittee, a ~copy of the 
memorandum repcrt, and of the Electric 
Coordinating Counci1's report dn t)le 
memorandum So she submitted• the 
Electric Coordinating Council repol\t to 
the Fede'ral Power Commission for. com
ment. 

I ask unanimous cons~n,t, Mr. Presi
dent, that th~ reply and analysis pf ·the 
Fed~tai Power " Commissi9n to Seriatqr 
SMITH be printed in the RECORD at this 
pc int. • 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BYRD 
of W~st Virginia in the chair). Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 1 

The ·reply and analysis' were ordered to 
be printed in the REcoRW as follows: 

FEDERAL POWER COMMISSION, 
Washington, D.C. 

Senator MARGARET CH:ASE SMITH, 
U.S. senate, ' ' I I 

Washington, D.C. 
DEAR SENATOR SMITH: This is in response 

to your request for commep.ts on a report, 
dated September 1967, prepared by the Elec
tric Coordinating " Council of New England 
and titled, Federal Power Commission Re
view Confirms Dickey-/,incoln P.roject Eco
nomically Inefficient, Single-Purpose Power 
Plant. • 

The Federal Power Commission revie.w to 
which the Council refers is the memorandum 
report prepared by our Bureau of Power'J and 
transmitted to Senator Allen ' J. Ellend~r 
with my letter of June 12, 1967. That letter 
and report, except for three attachments to 
the report, are printed in the Senate Hear
ings on Public Works Appropriations for 
1968, pages 3377-3384. I am enclosing for 
convenient reference a copy of the letter to 
Senator Ellender aiid the memorandum re
port. ! I ~ ' I 

The June memor~:r;tdum report 0f ou11 Bu
reau of Power is an analysis of a' statement 
made on ~ay 111 1~67 by Mr. Albert A. Cree, 
Chairman, Electric , Coordinatiµg Council of 
New England, to the Subcommitt.ee on Pub
lic Works, Senate Appropriations Committee, 
regarding appropriations to complete plan
ning studies for the Dickey-Lincoln School 
project in Maine. The points covered in that 
analysis correspond generally to the ques
tions discussed in the Council's September 
1967 report. The latter report shows the. fol-' 
lowing as findings of the Federal Power Qom-
mission. , ' ' 

I. FPC finding shows Dickey-~incoln 
would be constructed solely for power pur-
poses. · .1 

II. FPC finding shows proposed Dick'ey
Lincoln rate would hot recover cost. " 

III. FPC finding shows Dickey-Lincoln a 
hopelessly inefficient means of producing 
power. 

IV. F1PO finding shows Dickey-Lincoln 
power would exceed equivalent cost . of al
ternative power. 

The Federal Power Commission has not 
made any of the above findings. To the con
trary, we reported to Senator Ellender that 
the then current studies supported the con• 
clusion reported to tlie Secretary of the 
Interior in 1964 by the Federal Power Com
mission that the proposed Dickey-Lincoln 
Sehool development was well justified and 
meri1Jed early construction. Our staff advises 
that it has no new information that would 
warrant a change in this conclusion. 

.; Our staff's June 1967 report was base~ upon 
estimates by the Corps of Engineers that 
the Dickey-Lincoln Sc_hool project '!ould 
cost $212.1 million for construction, $17 .2 
million for interest during construction, and 
$82:5 m1llion for transmission fac111ties, a 
total investment of $311.8 inil11on. We under
stand the Corps of · Engineers has reviewed 
these estimates and has presented testimony 
in support' of them, and has concluded that 
no changes are warranted. The Council in its· 
September report estimates the total invest
ment cost of the project to be $380 m111ion. 

·The Council has · made a number ot 
modifications of material in our staff's June 
report, including use of the $380 million cost 
estimate, 'to reach different conclusions 
which it reports as FPC findlngs. Within ·the 
limits of· time· and available ' data, our staff's 
analyses (!f the modifications ~ade by the 
Council do 1 not support those · changes. 
Analysts of the modifications 'by the Council 
sl;).ows they rely largely upon anticipated con
struction cost increases. They do not employ 
similar increases for alternative fac111ties 
that would be constructed in lieu of the 
Dicke~-Lincoln School project. . 

Our staff' has reviewed the Council's 
September report .and a copy of its analysis 
is enclosed. ' ' 

Sincerely, ' r ' • 

J ., LEE d. 'WHITE: 
'iid . 1 • '> Chairman. 

REVIEW BY THE FEDERAL rowER COMMISSION 
STAFF OF A STATEMENT BY THE ELECTRIC 
COORDINATING COUNCIL OF NEW ENGLAND, 
SEPTEMBER 1967, ENTITLED "FEDERAL POWER 
COMMISSION CONFIRMS DICKEY-LINCOLN 
PROJECT EcoNOMICALL y INEFFICIENT. 
SINGLE-PURWSE POWER PLANT" 
The subject report by the •Electric Co-' 

ordinating1 Council of New En'.gland. makes a> 
number ,of changes in material furnished 
with the Federal Power Commission's let.ter 
of June 12, 1967, to Senator Ellender on the 
Didkey-Lincoln School project, Maine. On the 
basis of the modified material the report 
states that the Commission has confirmed 
that Dickey-Lincoln ,School is an economi
cally inefficient single-purpose project. As 
shown in the following analysis, the changes 
made by the Council are unwarranted and 
the .conclusion that the Commission has con. 
:firmed the economic . inefficiency of the 
project is not proper. 

The material furnished with the Commis
sion's June 12, 1967, letter was prepared in 
response oo a request from the Chairman 
of the.Suboommittee on Public Works of the 
Senate Committee on Appropriations. The 
letter and enclosures were printed, begin
ning at page 3377, in the Senate Hearings 
on the 1968 Public Works Appropriations bill. 
A copy of the letter ls ·attached hereto for 
ready reference. · 

The following analysis of the Council's 
September 1967 report follows the head
ings in that report. 
I. FPC FINDINGS SHOWS DICKEY-LINCOLN WOULD 

BE CONSTRUCTED SOLELY FOR POWER PURPOSES 
As shown in all previous reports and 

studies, the benefits ascribable to Dickey
Lincoln School include those for power, 
flood control, and area redevelopment. Al
thqugh the largest share of monetary beneftts 
would accrue from powe11 development, the 

A.'! HO oil 
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project is multiple-purpose in character and 
it is not proposed to be constructed solely 
for power. 
II. FPC FINDING SHOWS PROPOSED DICKEY• 

LINCOLN RATE WOULD NOT RECOVER COST 

With regard to the Corps' estimated con
struction cost of Dickey-Lincoln School, 
Point 2 in the material furnished with the 
Commission's letter of June 12, 1967, in
cludes comments on this subject. It points 
out that the Council's report then under 
review recognized that any escalation of 
Dickey-Lincoln School costs would be ac
companied by a comparable escalation in the 
cost of constructing alternative sources of 
power. The Corps has presented testimony 
in both the House and Senate Committee 
Hearings on the 1968 Appropriation support
ing its current estimated construction cost 
of $212 million. Including estimated trans
mission costs and interest during construc
tion, the resulting project investment would 
be about $312 million. The FPO economic 
and revenue analyses were based on that 
amount and no different basis would now be 
used. It is believed that the Council's $380 
million estimated investment cost has not 
been supported. 

The FPO analysis showed that rates of $15 
per kilowatt-year for capacity plus 3.0 mills 
per kilowatt-hour for energy would be suf
ficient to recover the Dickey-Lincoln School 
project investment allocated to power over 
a 50-year period. Such a repayment schedule 
would meet the requirements of the Flood 
Control Aot of 1944. 

The Council notes that the above rates 
would apply to power delivered to the low 
voltage side of substations near load centers. 
Additional transmission or wheeling costs 
could be required to bring the project power 
to distribution systems. However, such addi
tional costs would also apply to any alterna
tive power supplied to the same users. The 
fact that the indicated "rates" were lower 
than the FPO estimate of the cost of power 
supplied from utility sources to the same 
points clearly indicates that the Dickey
Lincoln School power development would be 
financially feasible. 
III. FPC FINDING SHOWS DICKEY-LINCOLN A 

HOPELESSLY INEFFICIENT MEANS OF PRODUC
ING POWER 

The FPO analyses did not include a com
parison of Dickey-Lincoln School project 
costs with the cost of power from Federally 
financed alternative plants. However, the 
Corps of Engineers did prepare such an anal
ysis based on FPC's estimated cost of Fed
erally financed alternative plants. That 
analysis, presented on page 8374 of the Sen
ate Comm1ttee Hearings, shows a "oompara
billty ratio" of 1.12. Also, material prepared 
by the Department of the Interior and .shown 
on page 439 of the House Committee Hear
ings indicates that the cost of Dickey-Lincoln 
power would be lower than the cost of power 
from Federally financed alternative power 
sources. 

The Council's corresponding analysis was 
based on the use of its higher capital C06ts 
for Dickey-Lincoln School, a 50-year rather 
than a 100-year period of analysis as used 
by the Corps and Interior, and apparently a 
neglect of the non-profit benefits. The result 
was an -unfavorable "comparability ratio." 
Such a finding should not be attributed to 
the Federal Power Commission. 
IV. FPC FINDING SHOWS DICKEY-LINCOLN POWER 

WOULD EXCEED EQUIVALENT COST OJ' ALTER
NATIVE POWER 

The FPO estimate of the cost of power 
from sources alternative to Dickey-Lincoln 
School and its economic evaluation of the 
project based on the u5e of such alternative 
costs are covered in Point 5 of the material 
furnished with the June 12, 1967 letter. The 
resul¥ are summarized below: 

Annual value of power marketed 
in _:M:aine_~------------------- $3,444,300 

Annual value of' power marketed 
-in Boston area ____________ :_ __ 14, 826, 200 

Annual downstream power bene-
fits 1 -------------~~--------- 1,050,000 

Annual nonpower benefits_______ 507, 000 

Tota.I annual project bene-
fits ------------------- 19,827,500 

Annual cost of Dickey-Lincoln 
project---------------------- 12, 172,400 

Ben~fit-cost ratio-------------- 1. 63 
1 Total benefits to Canadian plants, of 

which one-half would be returned to the 
United States. 

There appear to be no valid reasons for 
basic modifications of the above FPO analy
sis. However, by modifying the Dickey-Lin
coln School project cost and by making lower 
estimates of alternative power costs, the 
Council derived an unfavorable comparison 
for the project. Among the. reasons for the 
unfavorable finding are the Council's higher 
estimated cost of Dickey-Lincoln School, its 
much lower estimate of transmission costs 
associated with alternative power sources, 
and its use of the low-cost Northfield :M:oun
taln pumped storage development as the 
basis for alternative peaklng power in the 
Boston area. 

The latter point above was discussed in 
-some detail in Point 5 of the June 12 mate
rial. The low Northfield :M:ountain project 
cost of $72 per kilowatt results in part from 
the fact that the lower pool ls an existjng 
development. Although there is little actual 
experience with pumped storage costs, those 
now existing or under construction range 
in costs from $84 to $124 per kilowatt. The 
staff reconnaissance showed an average cost 
of about $95 per kilowatt for a number of 
potential sites within 100 miles of Boston. 
The FPO staff was of the opinion that power 
values for a potential water resource devel
opment should not be based on a single low 
cost plant but a cost that might be realized 
at a number of sites. Thus, the analysis was 
based on use of $95 per kilowatt for a pumped 
storage peaking plant to serve in the Boston 
area. Such an estimate appears reasonable, 
pending further construction experience with 
such projects. 
V. GOVERNMENT TAX LOSS SHOULD BE CONSIDERED 

IN DET;ERMINING GOVERNMENT COST OP 
DICKEY-LINCOLN POWER 

As pointed out in. the Council's report, 
Senate Document 97 provides that "taxes 
foregone" are not to be included in the cost 
of Federally constructed projects. Therefore, 
the FPO analyses did not include such tax 
costs. 

In reporting to the Congress on the possible 
recapture of privately owned licensed projects 
at the end of the license terms, the Commis
sion does include an indication of the taxes 
that would be lost as a result of Federal 
operation. In these cases, there is a question 
of actually foregoing Federal, State, and local 
taxes that have been collected over the license 
term. In the case of Dickey-Lincoln School, 
there is no question of actually foregoing a 
previously collected amount of taxes. 

Incidentally, the FPO economic analysis 
given under IV above shows an excess of 
benefits over project costs of about $7.7 mil
lion per year. Thus, the inclusion of $3 to $5 
million of "taxes foregone" as an economic 
cost, as suggested in the Council report, 
would st111 leave Dickey-Lincoln School as an 
economic project. 
VI. EXCLUDING TRANSMISSION, DICKEY-LINCOLN 

POWER WOULD COST MORE THAN ALTERNATIVE 
POWER 
As shown in item IV above, the FPC' 

analysis based on a comparison of the cost 
of the Dickey-Lincoln School project with the 
cost of power from alternative sources shows 

a oenet1t-cost ratio of about 1.6 to 1.0. De
ducting the cost of transmission from both 
the project costs and the alternative costs 
would, according to the FPO analysis, still 

' show a favorable economic ratio. This would 
be true even with the inclusion of an item 
of "truces foreg~>ne" in costs. 
VII. IF BUILT, DICKEY-LINCOLN WOULD PROVIDE 

HIGH COST POWER 

The above conclusion of the Council is 
based largely on the premise that the project 
cpst would be substantially greater than now 
estimated. As previously noted,. if the project 
costs escalate materially, it would be expected 
that alternative power costs would also in
crease. As noted by the Council, the power 
would need to be sold at rates sufficient to 
recover project costs allocated to power over 
a 50-year period. The FPO analysis shows that 
the indicated rates needed to repay the cost 
of project power would be lower than the 
presently estimated cost of power from alter
native sources expected to be available. Under 
such conditions, it would be expected that 
the construction of Dickey-Lincoln School 
would contribute to the lowering of the cost 
of power in New England as forecast by the 
National Powel' Survey. 

Mr. MUSKIE. The four findings that 
the Electric Coordinating Council pur
parted to describe the FPc· as making, 
were commented upcn in the letter to 
Senator SMITH as follows: 

The Federal Power Commission has not 
made any of the above findings. To the con-

. trary, we reported to Senator Ellender that 
the then current studies supported the con
clusion reported to the Secretary of the In
terior in 1964 by the Federal Power Com
mission that the proposed Dickey-Lincoln 
School development was ·well justified and 
merited early construction. Our staff ad
vises that it has no new information that 
would warrant a change in this conclusion. 

Mr. METCALF. Will the Senator from 
Maine yield at that point? 

Mr. MUSKIE. I am happy to yield to 
the distinguished Senator from Mon
tana. 

Mr. METCALF. The Senator from 
Maine comes from an area where the 
power rates are probably the highest in 
America. He also comes from an area 
which thus far has failed to have the 
benefit of Federal development. 

The Dickey-Lincoln project is one 
of the most feasible projects remaining 
in North America for power, for water 
resource conservation, for all the things 
that we take into consideration when we 
build one of these Federal projects. It is 
one of the last remaining undeveloped 
highly feasible programs. I compliment 
the Senator from Maine, his colleague 
[Mrs. SMITH], and his colleagues in the 
House of Representatives, all of whom 
have strongly suppcrted this project. 

I do not know whether he is suffering 
from the most vicious attack that I have 
ever experienced. I can recall our experi
ence in the Hells Canyon project in 
Idaho and the Knowles project in my 
State of Montana. The same things were 
said about those programs. 

I do want to say to the Senator from 
Maine that it seems to me that, in the 
public interest, one of the last remaining 
great feasible projects should be built 
also in the interest of that region of New 
England. The Federal Government 
should go in and builq a project for a . 
yardstick program, as they have built: 
projects in Montana, in the Northwest,. 
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in the case of the TV A, and in the South
west, so that the New England section of 
the country, which has an opportunity 
for the development of a great water 
resource development program, should 
have the same opportunity we had in 
our area to bring our power rates down 
to compare with the power rates in vari
ous other areas of the United States. 

I can understand how utilities have 
fought so hard, because they want to 
have the benefit of the overcharges of 
$5, $6, $7 a month for every residential 
consumer in Maine and New Hampshire 
and Vermont. And they do not want 
this yardstick to apply to their power 
rates for New England or the Consoli
dated Edison in New York City or any 
of the other areas. 

I want to say to the people of America 
that the Senator from Maine [Mr. 
MusKIE] and his colleague, the senior 
Senator from Maine [Mrs. SMITH] have 
made a significant report to the people of 
America in an effort to bring power rates 
down in their area and they have made 
a significant contribution by this effort. 

I compliment them on their effort, and 
I compliment them on joining the club 
of the Northwest and the Southwest and 
the Southeast in trying to get a feasible 
and effective power project in their area. 

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, if the 
Senator will bear with me a moment, I 
would like to show him a map. I know 
that we do not have much of an audience 
here at the present time, but I show him 
a map on which the Army Engineers 
have identified by black dots every 
Federal power project that has been 
authorized or constructed or is under 
construction in our country at the pres
ent time. 

The Senator will notice that in the 
Northwest and in the Southwest and 
the South and the Southeast, the map 
is literally covered by these black dots. 
However, if the Senator will look at 
my section of the country, from Vir
ginia north, he will see not a single 
public power project. The Dickey-Lincoln 
School meets the same tests of feasibility, 
the same guidelines of public policy that 
have been created on all of these Federal 
power projects to the benefit of the con
sumers of those areas, to the end result 
that we in New England pay higher rates 
than any other area in the country, and 
that is no mystery when one looks at 
the map. 

Mr. METCALF. I suggest that in t:Qe 
Northwest, in Tacoma and Seattle, the 
-residential rate is about $5 per month. 
Down in this area of the map in which 
there are so many Federal Power proj
ects, in the Southeast, the rate is about 
the same as in the Northwest, $5 per 
month. · 

In the area of the country from which 
the Senator comes, where there are no 
Federal power projects to make a yard
stick, the rate is $11 or $12, so that if .one 
is a residential owner and buyer power in 
Tacoma or Seattle or in another area of 
the country in which there are so many 
Federal power projects, for 500 kilowatts 
per month a pers0n will pay.'a residential 
bill that -amounts to approximately one
t.hitd of the. bill that · a residential con
.sumer , w111 pay .in the State of Main~. 
And· as ·' one 1who · has benefited in the 

State of Montana from the Federal 
power projects represented by these 
black dots, at Hungry Horse, and Yellow 
Tail, and Fort Peck, and so forth, as well 
as being the beneficiary of these down
stream dams on the Columbia, I say to 
the people in Maine and New England 
that a good way to bring their cost of 
living down is to have the Dickey-Lee 
project authorized. 

Mr. MUSKIE. These dots represent 
more than 170 Federal projects built in 
other areas of the country. And it is be
cause they have been built that we ex
perience the wide gap between rates in 
New England and other parts of the 
country. 

Mr. METCALF. The Senator is exactly 
correct. 

Mr. MUSKIE. All we can ask for here 
is the same kind of treatment, the same 
kind of public power yardstick that the 
Congress of the United States has made 
available to other areas of the country. 

This is the record up to date, and I 
personally, as a member of the Com
mittee on Public Works, have partici
pated in the committee action resulting 
in the authorization of 28 Federal public 
power projects across the country. And 
of the 28, 25 had lower benefit-cost ra
tios than Dickey. And not one of those 
25 has been attacked as a single item as 
this one has in the House of Representa
tives. 

In my committee work I supported re
source development with Federal dollars 
because I believed it to be right. I be
lieved it to be in the interest of the coun
try as a whole. And it never occurred to 
me in 9 years of such service that we had 
one policy for the rest of the country and 
a different and discriminating policy for 
New England. 

I have said this in letters to Members 
of the House of Representatives. And not 
one of them has challenged me on the 
merits of this project. Those who have 
replied have assured me that they be
lieve in a policy that benefits all areas 
of the country alike. And yet the result 
in the other House is vote after vote 
against the Dickey-Lincoln School. 

This cannot conceivably be · on the 
basis of the merits, because as I have said, 
Dickey meets every test that has been 
required in any other Federal power 
project, including all of those which have 

-been built. 
· I suggest that the best proof and the 
strongest proof of the feasibility of 
Dickey-Lincoln is in the viciousness of 
the private power lobbying effort against 
it. If this project were as worthless as the 
private power companies argue that it is, 
what do they have to fear from it? What 
is there in it that causes them to exert 
this effort, this coast-to-coast effort, 
against this project? ' What are they fear
ful o~, ? And-why po they have to . attack 
it by means of pressur~ and th~ kinds of 
distortion ' and misrepresentation that I 
have placed in the RECORD this after
noon, if they. were not fearful of it on its 
merits? They do not want the test of the 
public power yardstick applied, and they 

·wm fight it to their last xesource. 
The people of my State urlderstand 

'this. I have just come back from a week
end in Maine.'Ari'd'let me tell the Senato'r 

that they understand what the issues are 
here. They know who their enemy is. 
They know what the merits of this case 
are, and they want this project. 

We have said to the House of Repre
sentatives in every way that we know 
that we want this project, that it de
serves support, that it meets every test 
that every other project has met. And 
the only reason that we are not getting 
the kind of action we ought to have is 
this private power lobby. 

It is for that reason that I supple
mented my earlier remarks with his rec
ord which I have gone into in some de
tail of the kind of gross and untruthful 
distortions that the private power lobby 
uses to defeat this project. 

Now, Mr. President, I wish to review 
our national resource development pol
icy, point out the salient facts about the 
values of the Dickey-Lincoln School 
project, and encourage my colleagues to 
insist on the Senate position that the 
Dickey-Lincoln School project planning 
funds be provided for fiscal year 1968. 

Since 1959, I have been a member of 
the Public Works Committee, where the 
bulk of our resource development projects 
are reviewed and evaluated. In the 7% 
years I have worked with my colleagues 
on hundreds of projects, I have !followed 
a simple rule: A project should be evalu
ated on its merits-without reference to 
the region in which it is located-and 
approved, if it meets the tests of being in 
the public interest, if it contributes to the 
welfare of the area in which it is located, 
and if it is economically feasible. These 
are the tests the Public Works Commit
tee and the Senate have applied. 

When it is examined objectively, 
Dickey-Lincoln School meets all of these 
tests. 

The project is the product of a long 
series of studies beginning with the New 
England-New York Interagency study 
of the late 1940's and early 1950's, coupled 
with the earlier Passamaquoddy tidal 
power project, advocated by President 
Franklin D. Roosevelt. 

In 1959, the Joint Engineering Board 
of the International Joint Commission
United States and Canada-recom
mended the construction of the Passa
maquoddy tidal power project, coupled 
with the construction of a high dam on 
the upper St. Johh River at Rankin Rap
ids. The Rankin Rapids project was de
signed to provide low-cost flexible hydro
electric energy to smooth out the peaks 
and valleys in power production at the 
tidal generating station. It would have 
_flooded the upper St. John and the Alla
gash Rivers. 

The engineering report was ref erred to 
the International Joint Commission for 
review and evaluation. In April 1961, the 
Commission rejected the proposed Pas
samaquoddy tidal power project, but sug-

. gested possible development of the Upper 
St. John, which is an international river, 
rising in Quebec Province, flowing 
through Maine, forming part of the 
boundary between Maine and- New 
BrunsWick and flowing through New 

. Brunswick to the sea. 
, In the m~itiime, ithe 'National Park 

Service of the United States had pro
pased the J)rotection of' the A1Iaig\a8h 
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River as a free-flowing wilderness 
waterway. 

I recommended to President Kennedy 
that the Department of the Interior be 
assigned the responsibility of reviewing 
the recommendations of the Joint En-

-gineering Board, the findings of the In
ternational Joint Commission, and the 
recommendations of the National Park 

-Service for the purpose of recommend
ing a balanced development of the re
sources of northern and eastern Maine. 

In July 1963, after 2 years of study, 
Secretary of the Interor Udall recom
mended to the President the development 
of the Dickey-Lincoln Schooi project on 
the Upper St. John as a flood control and 
hydroelectrfc program, designed to pro
vide 100,000 kilowatts of low-cost firm 

·energy, and 650,000 kilowatts of low-cost 
' peaking power. The project would consist 
of a high dam on the upper St. John, 
above the confluence of the St. John 
River and the Allagash River in the town 
of Dickey, and a low, reregulating dam 
below the confluence of the two rivers at 
the site of Lincoln School. The project, 
which would. fit into the power require
ments of Maine and New England, was 
hailed by conservationists because of the 
protection it provided the Allagash River. 

This past year the State of Maine and 
the Department of the Interior entered 
into an agreement under which the State 
of Maine is acquiring title to land on both 
sides of the Allagash and protecting this 
beautiful river in its primitive State. The 
Federal Government and the State are 
sharing in the costs of the project. 

The 1963 proposal contained an addi
tional recommendation that the Pas
samaquoddy project should receive con
tinuing study, particularly with reference 
to technological advances. 

I want to underscore the fact, Mr. 
President, that the 1963 proposal, which 
is the foundation for the present project, 
was based on the concept of a generating 
station designed to produce the bulk of 
its energy as peaking power which is 
absolutely essential to a soundly bal
anced power system in which there are 
very large thermal plants-fueled either 
by fossil fuels or nuclear energy. Dickey
Lincoln School is not an alternative to 
thermal plants; it is an essential com
plement to them. 

Thermal powerplants--whether pow
ered by coal, oil, or nuclear energy-are 
efficient only when used to generate at 
maximum load f actor-90 percent or 
above is considered efficient-24 hours a 
day. They are neither efficient nor prac
tical as sources of intermittent power 
requirements. Hydroelectric .plants are 
ideal for this latter purpose. Dickey
Lincoln School is designed to produce 
peaking :Power as a hydxoelectric plant. 

Dickey-Lincoln School is important to 
New England as a substantial source of 
low~load factor power which will be 
available for short periods of peak ~e
mand sucli as rush hours, early evening 
and early morning---the kind of power 
the Northeast needed and did not have 
on November 9, 1965 .. 

Dickey-Lincoln School is an eminently 
sound project, with a benefit-cost ratio 
of 1.91 tp . 1. ,It would provide wholes,ij.le 
firm energy . for Maine communities 1;tt 

rates substantially below those now 
charged by the private utilities in our 
area. It would supply essential peaking 
power to the New England market at 
rates substantially below current charges 
and at costs lower than the best ·alter
native proposals made by the private 
companies. 

Since its authorization in 1965, Dickey
Lincoln School has been the subject of 
the most intensive restudy ever re-

. quired for a public works project. The 
staff of the House Committee on Appro
priations conducted a special study of 
the project, including an extensive 
analysis of the findings of the Corps of 
Engineers, the Department of the Inte
rior and the Federal Power Commission. 
They reviewed the allegations made by 

·New England's private utilities. The staff 
findings sustained the favorable verdict 
of the Federal agencies and discredited 
the arguments advanced by the private 
companies. 

The private power companies have 
claimed that Dickey-Lincoln School 
would not affect power rates in New Eng
·1and. The fact is that the threat of 
·Dickey-Lincoln has already had an im
pact on the po:wer companies of my own 
State. 

Between 1946 and 1963 the three pri
vately owned power companies in Maine 
sought increases-but no reductions
. in their rates. Indeed, during my terms 
as Governor, the public utilities commis
sion was virtually overwhelmed by the 
onslaught of power company attempts to 
push their rates higher and higher. 

But in 1963, when the Department of 
the Interior recommended the construc
tion of the Dickey-Lincoln School proj
ect, the three companies suddenly dis
covered it was possible to reduce rates. 
The reductions were not impressive and 
they provided almost no benefits for 
homeowners, but they were reductions. 
The total reductions, in 18 announce
ments made by the power companies 
since the advent of the Dickey-Lincol:v 
proposal, have totaled $4,161,527. 

The 1963 applications were as follows: 
Central Maine Power Co. sought a reduc
tion of $1,000,000, and Bangor Hydro
electric Co. sought a reduction of $1n,OOO, 
both to take effect September 1. Maine 
Public Service Co. sought a $100,000 re
duction, effective September 18. Secre
tary Udall's recommendation to Presi
dent Kennedy was dated July l, 1963. 

In 1964, while the authorization pro
posal for Dickey·-Lincoln School was in 
the final stages of preparation, and when 
the project received President John
son's unqalified endorsement, Maine 
Public Servi~e-the private company lo:
cated closest to the project and charging 
the highest rates in Maine--announced 
another proposed reduction of $180,000. 

In 1965, the legislation authorizing the 
Dickey-Lincoln School project was in
troduced. 

Between the time Dickey-Lincoln 
School .was reported-June 17-and the 
time of the final authorization-October 
'1'5~entral Maine Power Co. announced 
three rate reductions: $5~1,000 to .take 
effect September 1; $15,oo'o to take effect 
'september 30; and $33,737 to take, effect 

October 1. Bangor Hydro initiated a re
duction of $275,000 that year. 

In 1966, the rate . reduction pattern 
continued, as 'the House debated Dickey's 
second planning appropriation. Central 

·Maine sought reductions of $45,000 for 
August 1 and $100,000 for September 1. 
Bangor Hydro sought four reductions: 
$595,,404 for July 1; $26,285 for August 
5; ·$13,000 for October 1; and $16,201 for 
December 8. 
, It should be noted that all but one of 

these six rElductions were announced 
prior to or during the hearings and floor 
consideration of the Dickey-Lincoln 
school project. 

This year's fight on Dickey-Lincoln 
School is still going on. So far, Central 
Maine and Bangor Hydro have sought 
two reductions apiece, all announced 
during hearings and consideration of 
Dickey. Central Maine announced reduc
tions of $200,000 for September 1 and 
$470,000 for October 1. Bangor Hydro an
nounced reductions of $211,209 for Sep
tember 1, and $281,668 for November 1. 

This record is extraordinary for com
panies which had not sought reductions 
and had been busy pushing rates up for 
the preceding 17 years. This record, plus 
the record of rate reductions in other 
areas of the country where publicly 
owned power projects are located, indi
cate the desirability of competition in the 
power business. In Maine we have only 
had a taste so far. 

It should be noted that the rate reduc
tions 'in Maine did not reswt in ainy belt
tightening by the private utilities. A 
study of the rate of return received by 
the power companies indicates that dur
ing and since the reductions, two of the 
three utilities involved have been getting 
returns in excess of the 6 percent 
normally set by the Maine Public Utili
ties Commission. As a result of the dis
cussion stimulated by Senator METCALF's 
book, "Overcharge," the Maine Public 
Utilities Commission has contracted for 
a special study of rates of return for 
Maine utilities. 

The Maine overcharge problem is 
matched in the rest of New England. A 
study of Federal Power Commission sta
tistics shows that in 1965, for instance, 
the New England private power mo
nopoly overcharged New England con
sumers $21,034,000. This estimate is based 
on the normal rate of return of .6 percent 
applied to this industry. 

A study of 28 New England power com
pallies shows that 14 of them lhad a rate 
of return of 7 percent or more. Five had 
a rate Of return Of 8 percent or more, and 
one had a rate of 11.18 percent. At these 
rates of return., iit is oot surpr.isin:g that 
New England homeowners pay up to 
35 percent more for power than the 
national average. · 

The private .POwer· companies have 
made one other gesture in-the direction 
of improved operrutions sinc:e· the advent 
of the Dickey-Lincoln School - project. 
Even that is a mixed blessing .. 

In January 1966, the power companies 
released a series of advettisemenits, an
nouncing the establishment of the "~ig 
11 Power Loop." In and of itself it was 
a conf ~s~ioi:i of rPast wea~e'sses, ; but it 
prom,ised-an integr.a:{;ed power ~ystem for 
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the region, based on large nuclear power 
plants and larger tr~nsmission lines. 

Later, one of the power company exec
utives admitted in a Vermont public 
hearing that planning for the "Big 11" 
program consisted of preparing the ad
vertisement. The House Public Works 
Committee could find no evidence of 
regional planning by utilities, including 
generation and transmission, except in 
the advertisements. The staff study con
cluded that--

Although representatives of the council 
advised that they have planned to meet the 
problems of supplying the power needs of 
New England on a central coordinated basis, 
they have not produced any document sup
porting this central planning with the ex
ception of an advertisement that appeared 
1n the public press in January, 1966. 

Recent developments indicate that 
that the underlying intent of the private 
companies in promoting the "Big 11" 
proposal is not so much an improvement 
in reliability and service as it is another 
step in their effort to tighten their grip 
on the New England power market. They 
have flatly refused to permit the pub
licly owned utilities to join in a regional 
transmission system. 

As I pointed out earlier, Mr. President, 
one of the great advantages of the 
Dickey-Lincoln School project has been 
-its careful planning in terms of conser
vation of the natural resources of north
ern Maine. In recent weeks we have 
received complaints from some conser
vationists who have apparently forgotten 
that one of the key features of the project 
is the preservation of the Allagash as a 
free-flowing river, protected in a cooper
ative venture by the U.S. Government 
and the State of Maine. 

Gifford Pinchot, one of our country's 
greatest conservationists, defined conser
vation as "the wise use of the earth and 
its resources for the lasting good of men." 

He said: 
Conservation is the foresighted utilization, 

preservation and/or renewal of forests, wa
ters, lands and minerals, for the greatest good 
of the greatest number for the longest time. 

Dickey-Lincoln School is part of a na
tional resource development and protec
tion program which is consistent with 
the Pinchot definition. 

I ask unanimous consent that two let
ters I have received from the Department 
of the Interior and the Department of the 
Army, Corps of Engineers, be printed in 
the RECORD at this point. One is from 
Assistant Secretary of the Interior Ken
neth Hoium, and discusses the conserva
tion considerations which entered into 
the original decision to recommend 
Dickey-Lincoln School. The second is 
from Brig. Gen. Charles C. Noble, Acting 
Director of Civil Works, Department of 
the Army. His letter outlines the steps 
being taken to protect the fish and wild
life habitat of the area. 

There being no objection, the letters 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

U.S. DEPARTMENT 01' THE INTERIOR, 
Wash'Lnpton, D.O., October 27, 1967. 

Hon. EDMUND s. MUSKIE, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.O. 

DEAa SENATOR MUSKIE: This ls in response 
to your inquiry as to whether the Saint John 

River has ever been considered for wild river 
status in connection with proposed wild and 
scenic rivers legislation. You asked, also, for 
our comments on the resolution adopted by 
the Associateµ Sportsman's Clubs of Cum
berland County on July 27, 1967, and the 
comments of the Natural Resources Council 
of Maine relating to the planning and con
struction of the Dickey-Lincoln School Proj
ect on the Upper Saint John River. 

The Saint John River, in toto, has never 
been studied or proposed by this Department 
or considered by the Congress for wild or 
scenic river status. Confusion on this mat
ter may have arisen from the fact that the 
Allagash River, a tributary of the Saint John 
which fiows into the Saint John River below 
the Dickey Dam site and above the low Lin
coln School Dam site, was proposed and has 
been committed to preservation as a free
fiowing river. The Department of the Inte
rior first suggested preservation of the Alla
gash in connection with the New England
New York Inter-Agency Committee survey 
and the proposal was identified in the Inter
Agency Committee's report issued in 1955. 
In that report, also, the Department of the 
Interior proposed that the Dickey-Lincoln 
School site be considered. as an alternate to 
the Rankin Rapids site in order to a void 
flooding the Allagash River and thus de
stroying the natural character of that stream. 

Following the initial proposal around 
1955, several studies were made of the Alla
gash, looking toward its preservation as a 
free-flowing river. The Department of the 
Interior fully supported such status and rec
ommended that the area be managed by the 
State of Maine. In January 1966, the Maine 
Legislature passed the Allagash Riverway 
Act, a special act of legislation establishing 
the A~lagash Wilderness Waterway. In No
vember 1966, the people of the State of 
Maine approved a $1.5 mlllion bond issue 
to finance the acquisition and protection of 
the area. Following these actions by the 
State, the Secretary of the Interior matched 
the State portion with a $1.5 milllon grant 
from the Land and Water Conservation 
Fund. 

A further area of confusion may arise from 
the fact that tb.e proposed Wild Rivers legisla
tion now under consideration in the Congress 
contains a provision which would enable the 
Allagash Wilderness Waterway area to be in
cluded as part of the proposed National Wild 
Scenic Rivers system, although it would re
main a State-managed area. This provision 
would further protect the Allagash from uses 
and developments noncompatible with the 
Wild River program. 

We would call attention to the fact that the 
Saint John River down stream from the Lin
coln School Dam site becomes the boundary 
between northern Maine and Canada. For 
the rest of its length, it flows through Can
ada. Thus, that portion of the Saint John 
River which is an international river could 
not be designated a part of the United States 
wild or scenic rivers system. 

The Department of the Interior's response 
to the resolution of the Associated Sports
man's Clubs of Cumberland County ls the 
subject of the enclosed copy of our Sep
tember 21 letter to Mr. Edward T. Allen, 
Secretary of the organization. You will note 
that this letter was prepared in coordination 
with the Corps of Engineers. 

It seems to us that both the Maine Natu
ral Resources Council and the Associated 
Sportsman's Clubs are confusing the ques
tion of conservation planning and recrea
tional development with the issue as to 
whether the Dickey-Lincoln School Project 
should be built. I want to take this oppor
tunity to again point out that the de
velopment of the Upper Saint John 
River was planned giving the fullest consider
ation to conservation ~d proper utilization 
of our natural resources. As pointed out 
above, the selection of the Dickey-Lincoln 

School Project was done in such a manner so 
as to preserve the Allagash Wilderness Water
way. 

In the preconstruction planning for the 
Dickey-Lincoln School Project, the Fish and 
Wildlife Service has been preparing necessary 
studies which will enable them to recom
mend fish and wildlife measures for incor
poration in the over-all plan for the Dlckey
Lincoln School Project. We expect the Fish 
and Wildlife report to indicate specifically 
those features which wm be required to en
hance fish and wildlife resources in the area 
and to compensate for changes in habitat 
and access. We anticipate that the report 
of the Fish and Wildlife Service will be 
available some time before the first of the 
year. 

After the preconstruction planning is com
pleted and the Dickey-Lincoln School Proj
ect enters the early construction stage, our 
Bureau of Outdoor Recreation and Fish and 
Wildlife Service w111 be working with the 
Corps of Engineers and the State and local 
agencies to prepare an over-all recreation 
plan. This plan wm be incorporated as part 
of the constructed project. 

In summary, let me reiterate, the Saint 
John River has not been studied or proposed 
for wild river status; nor has it been in
cluded in any of the several b1lls submitted 
to establish a wild or scenic rivers system. 
It should be quite clear that the Corps of 
Engineers, the responsible agencies of this 
Department, and Secretary Udall, personally, 
have given full consideration to the proper 
planning of the Upper Saint John River de
velopment. We can, therefore, again assure 
you and others that construction of the 
Dickey-Lincoln School Project does, and will, 
make the best utillzation of the natural re
sources of the Upper Saint John River basin. 

Sincerely yours, 
KENNETH HOLUM, 

Assistant Secretary of the Interior. 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
Washington, D.O., September 21, 1967. 

Mr. EDWARD T. ALLEN, 
Associated Sportsman's Club, of Cumber

land County, Portland, Maine. 
DEAR MR. ALLEN: Thank you for your letter 

of August 7, 1967, outlining the resolution 
adopted by the Associated Sportsman's Clubs 
of Cumberland County, Maine, regarding the 
Dickey-Lincoln School project. 

The Secretary has consistently and vigor
ously opposed any development of the Saint 
John River which would flood the Allagash 
River. The Dickey-Lincoln School project 
will preserve for future generations, the 
superb Allagash recreational area, one of the 
finest wilderness areas in this country. 

In collaboration with the Corps of En
gineers, we are submitting the following 
comments which we trust wm be helpful to 
you: 

Actually the Dickey impoundment, at 
maximum power pool elevation 910, would 
inundate approximately 86,000 acres, or ap
proximately 135 square miles, using a con
version factor of 640 acres per square mile. 

The Dickey Reservoir at elevation 910 
would inundate approximately 53 miles of 
the St. John River, 25 miles of the Little 
Black River, 65 miles of the Big Black River, 
7 miles of Pocwock Stream, 4 miles · of 
Chimentlcook Stream, and 65 miles of other 
smaller named streams. The Lincoln School 
reregulating pool, at elevation 610 would in
undate 11 miles of the St. John Rlver. 

The report by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service on the Rankin Rapids Reservoir, 
dated October 1, 1959, contains an evaluation 
of the fish and wildlife resources of the st. 
John and Allagash River areas. In this re
port, the Fish and Wildlife Service suggested 
that investigations be made for development 
of the Big Rapids-Lincoln School Reservoir 
in l.ieu of the Rankin Rapids project, which 
would have inundated. a major portion of 
the Allagash and St. John Rivers. The Big 
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Rapids project, which would have been ba
sically the same as the Dickey project except 
that the damslte would be located farther 
upstream, was suggested as it would have far 
less detrimental effects on the fish and wild
life resources of the area. 

The report assessed the St. John River and 
its tributaries as having excellent seasonal 
trout habitat, with brook trout well dispersed 
and active during spring, early summer and 
fall. However, it stated: 

"In comparison to the St. John River and 
its tributaries, trout habitat in the Allagash 
drainage ls superior in both quality and 
quantity. Water levels are far more stable 
and the stream channel, in general, ls 
deeper." 

The Allagash is also a far greater canoe 
stream than the St. John. For example, a 
reconnaissance trip was made of the St. John 
River early this summer by a civil engineer 
and a fishery biologist of the New England 
Division, Corps of Engineers. They floated 
the river from the southwest branch ap
proximately 110 miles to the Dickey damsite 
in four days. Both are experienced avid ca
noeists. Although the trip was very enjoyable 
and exciting to both, they found the river to 
be very shallow in many areas requiring 
them to do much pushing and pulllng while 
walking beside the canoe. The run through 
the steps at the Big Black Rapids was the 
highlight of the trip. 

The party learned that thirty parties made 
this trip in 1966 as compared to 2,000 parties 
on the Allagash in the same period. This year, 
particularly favorable for canoeing, an esti
mated 150 parties may make the St. John 
trip as compared to 3,000 on the Allagash. 
The Dickey Dam was located above the 
mouth of the Allagash River expressly to 
preserve the wilderness canoe trip region of 
the Allagash, although a dam located farther 
downstream in the vicinity of Renkin Rapids 
would be more advantageous as far as power 
·production is concerned. 

The statement ls correct that the . flooded 
area would destroy deer range including 34 
known deer yards and displace countless 
hundreds of fur bearing animals. In this re
spect, all possible measures will be taken to 
minimize the adverse effects of the project 
on fish and wildlife. Provisions wlll be made 
to mitigate to the fullest extent possible any 
losses of fish and wildlife habitats as rec
ommended by the State and Federal agencies. 
Mitigation measures that could be provided, 
if warranted, would be acquisition of suit
able land, including proper management, to 
replace the lost deer yards. 

The maximum drawdown of the project 
would be 40 feet between elevation 910 and 
870. However, this would not happen in any 
one year. The average annual drawdown be
tween April 15 and October 15 would be 10 
feet. The heaviest drawdown period would be 
in the winter months due to the larger power 
demands in that season. Due to the generally 
precipitous nature of Dickey Reservoir area, 
it is not considered that the shoreline areas 
when exposed would have the graphic fea
tures of mud:ftats. 

It ls not known how a day would be lost 
from the Allagash canoe trip. The maximum 
pool of the Lincoln School project at eleva
tion 610 would back up the Allagash River 
approximately 2.0 miles and would ellmlnate 
the oxbow just above the confluence with the 
St. John. The most northern limit of the Al
la.gash Wilderness Waterway, as established 
by State law in 1966, ls the confluence of west 
Twin Brook with the Allagash. This point ls 
2* miles upstream of the 610 contour of the 
Lincoln School pool. 

The Corps of Engineers, in planning a proj
ect of this type, always considers the recrea
tional aspects. In the case of Dickey, we have 
a new lake which, in size, will be about 15 
percent larger than the Moosehead. This will 
have a profound impact on the recreational 
pattem of the area as time goes on and as 

Maine continues to develop its recreational 
appeal to the nation. 

The creation of a lake the size of the Dickey 
Reservoir, adjacent to the Allagash Wllder
ness Area, will provide tremendous recrea
tional facilltles for boating, camping, lake 
fishing and access by water to areas not now 
accessible to the general public. Mr. Lawrence 
Stuart, Director, State Park and Recreation 
Commission, Augusta, Maine, in a letter 
dated March 15, 1966, to the Corps of Engi
neers, state.d "It would seem to me only rea
sonable in connection with this reservoir that 
there would be a sizable recreation area com
parable to a state park fac111ty ..•. " 

We recognize the importance of the non
monetary aspects and that there will be losses 
to existing fish and wildlife habitat. On the 
other hand, there will be the gains of lake 
recreation. Our planning for the provision of 
lake-type recreational facllltles is in itself 
a major effort and, frankly, we are just begin
ning. In this we are and will continue to work 
with State and Federal recreation and Fish 
and Wlldllfe agencies. 

All possible measures will be taken to 
mlnlmize the adverse effects of the project 
on ft.sh and wildlife. Provisions will be made 
to mitigate to the fullest extent possible 
any losses of fish and wildlife habitats as 
recommended by the State and Federal 
agencies. Mitigation measures that could be 
provided, if warranted, would be acquisition 
of suitable land, including proper manage
ment, to replace the lost deer yards. A fish 
hatchery could also be provided to stock 
the lake with suitable game fish. 

The estimated cost of the Dickey-Lincoln 
School project, including interest during 
construction, ls $235,400,000, not $400,000,000. 
While it ls true that the cost of energy pro
duced by nuclear plants ls coming down 
they are not suitable to supply the relatively 
short time peak demands for electricity. 
Nuclear-fueled plants and conventional fos
sll-fUeled plants operate at maximum em
clency under relatively constant load con
ditions. Hydro-electric plants, on the other 
hand, can rapidly adjust to varying load de
mands and can easily be shut down or started 
as required. If a source of natural streamflow 
is not available, pumped storage hydro-elec
tric plants are often used as sources of 
peaking power. It should be pointed out that 
pumped-storage plants do not produce 
energy, but actually consume energy, requir
ing approximately 3 kilowatt hours of pump
ing energy for every 2 kilowatts they generate. 

In a report by the Federal Power Com
mission in July of this year on the North
east power failure of November 9 and 10 
1965, it was stated that where hydro-electrl~ 
power ls readily available, systems are relying 
upon this source for quick start-up power, 
and then are arranging circuits for slmpllfted 
switching in time of need. Systems which had 
access to hydro-electric power were among 
the first to restore service on November 9. 
Nine utllltles in the Northeast have made 
changes in facilltles or operating instructions 
to assure that hydro-electric power can be 
routed to thermal plants for station service. 

Sincerely yours, 
KENNETH HOLUM, 

Assistant Secretary of the Intert.or. 

DEPARTMENT OJ' THE .ARMY, OFFICE 
OF THE CHIEF OJ' ENGINEERS 

Washington, D.C., Octobd- 26, 1967. 
Hon. EDMUND s. MUSKIE, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SEN:ATOB MUSKIE: I welcome the op
portunity to comment on the letter you re
ceived from Mr. Clinton B. Townsend, Presi
dent, Natural Re.sources Councll of Maine. 

Mr. Townsend ls concemed only about pre
serv!Jlg the natul"f!!l resources of the Saint 
John River in their present state. In this 
form they benefit only the few hardy people 
who are able to venture into this wildemess 

area. For example, a reconnaissance party 
from our New England Division omce made 
the Saint John canoe trip this July. The 
par.ty learned that thirty (30) parties made 
this trip in 1966 as compared to two thou
sand (2,000) parties on the Allagash in the 
same period. This year, particularly favor
able for canoeing, an estimated one hundred 
fifty parties (150) may make the Saint John 
trip as compared to three thousand (3 000) 
on the Allagash. The Dickey Dam was lo~ated 
above the mouth of the Allagash River ex
pressly to preserve the wilderness canoe trip 
region of the Allagash although a dam lo
cated farther downstream in the vicinity ot 
Rankin Rapids would be more advantageous 
as far as power production ls concerned. 

Mr. Townsend is correct in his statement 
that no public hearings have been held in 
the State of Maine by the Oo~ps of Engineers 
or by the Departmen.t of the Interior. How
ever, much publicity has been given the 
project in the press and over the radio and 
television stations of Maine. A meeting, spon
sored by the Fort Kent Chamber of Com
merce, was held at Fort Kent on April 16 
1964. This was attended by over 500 peopl~ 
of the area. Mr. Kenneth Hoium, Assistant 
Secretary of the Interior, was the principal 
speaker. . Governor Reed, of Maine, and 
Premier Robichaud, of New Brunswick, also 
spoke in favor of the project. Mr. John w. 
Leslie, Chief, Engineering Division, of our 
New England Division omce, presented a 
paper on the project before an annual meet
ing of the American Society of Civil Engi
neers at the University of Maine on Novem
ber 5, 1965. In March 1966, Mr. Leslie spoke 
at a dinner party by the Fort Kent Chamber 
of Commerce before 150 people. 

A community meeting, sponsored and ar
ranged by Mr. Thomas C. Sweetser, Extension 
Agent at Presque Isle, Maine, and Mrs. Mari
lyn Plissey, Extens!on Agent at Fort Kent, 
Maine, was held in the Allagash High School, 
Allagash, on January 22, 1966. About 50 peo
ple attended this meeting at which a repre
sentative from the New England Division 
discussed various aspects of the project as it 
would affect the local economy. Several meet
ings have been held with representatives of 
the timber landowners and Mr. Austin Wil
kins, Maine Commissioner of Forest Service. 
On the 19th of June 1967, Mr. Leslie and 
Colonel Remi 0. Renier, Acting Division En
gineer of our New England Division, briefed 
both Houses of the Maine Legislature on the 
Dickey-Lincoln School project. 

Governor Curtis, as you know, has estab
lished a Task Force to develop practical 
plans for the people of the area as regards 
their health, education, welfare, housing, 
and employment. One of the important du
ties of this Task Force will be to determine 
the capabilities of the land and water re
sources so that reasonable use may be made 
of the available land. The first meeting of 
this group was held at the State House Au
gusta, Maine, on Augrist 31, 1967. An Aci Hoc 
Committee was established to define all prob
lem areas associated with developments in 
the area and to determine the means for 
their resolution. 

The Corps of Engineers in planning a pro j
ect of this type always considers the recre
ational aspects. In the case of Dickey we 
have a new lake which, in size, will be about 
15% larger than Moosehead. This will have 
a profound impact on the recreational pat
tern of the area as time goes on and as 
Maine continues to develop its recreational 
appeal to the nation. The creation of a lake 
the size of the Dickey reservoir, adjacent to 
the Allagash Wilderness Area, will provide 
tremendous recreational facilities for boat
ing, camping, lake fishing, and access by 
water to areas not now accessible to the gen
eral public. Mr. Lawrence Stuart Director 
State Park and Recreation Commi~slon, Au~ 
gusta, Maine, stated in a letter to this omce 
March 15, 1966, "It would seem to me only 
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reasonable in connection with this reservoir 
that there would be a sizable recreation area 
comparable to a state park facility ... .'' 

We recognize, along with Mr. Townsend, 
the importance of the non-monetary aspects 
and that there will be. changes to existing 
fish and wildlife habitat. On the other hand, 
there will be the gains of lake recreation. 
Our planning for the provision of lake-type 
recreational facilities is in itself a major ef
fort and, frankly, we are just beginning. In 
this we are and will continue ¥> work with 
state and federal recreation and fl.sh and 
wildlife agencies. 

Our design effort has been concentrated 
on those features of the project required to 
enable construction to start at the e?-rliest 
possible date. The recreational features of 
the project, which are not critical to initia
tion of construction, will be studied in detail 
with full coordination with the appropriate 
state and federal agencies. 

All possible measures will be taken to 
minimize any possible effects of the project 
on fl.sh and wildlife habitats as recommended 
by the state and federal agencies. 1\4easures 
that would be provided, if warranted, in
clude acquisition of suitable land, including 
proper management, to replace the lost deer 
yards and a fl.sh hatchery to stock the lake 
with suitable game fl.sh. . . 

The loss of prime timberland is surprising
ly small. In fact, a study of the aerial photo
graphs of the area to be inundated by the 
Dickey reservoir reveals that almost no tim
bering has been done in the area below the 
proposed water line. The forest landowners 
will, of course, be paid the fair market value 
for their land and any merchantable timber 
on it and will have the option to remove 
timber at the time of sale. 

With regard to clearing, every effort will 
be made to coordinate the reservoir clearing 
operations to the extent that maximum 
benefit wm be derived from the salvage of 
the useable timber. The vertical limits of 
reservoir cleai-ing will extend from up to 3 
feet above the maximum power pool down 
to 5 feet below the 10 year frequency draw
down. Under normal projeots operations, 
therefore, no trees or stumps will ever be 
exposed. 

The Division Engineer believes specifl.c rec
ommendations should be developed by addi
tional studies prior to scheduling full scale 
public hearings. The time required to com
plete these studies wm be governed by the 
availab111ty of additional planning funds. 

Sincerely yours, 
CHARLES C. NOBLE, 

Brigadier General, U.S. Army, Acting 
Director of Civil Works. 

Mr. MUSKIE. In another effort to de
tract from Dickey-Lincoln School, the 
private power companies have attacked 
the project as a "subsidized" venture 
while suggesting that they never receive 
subsidies or any other considerations. 
The fact is, of course, that the com
panies benefit from the assured rate of 
return which is part of the considera
tion granted a public utility, and in their 
heavily advertised nuclear powerplants, 
they have been receiving considerable 
assistance from the public investment in 
nuclear technology development and in 
indirect assistance under the Federal 
atomic energy program. 

I would like to call my colleagues1 at-
. tention to the subsidies received py the 

Yankee At.omic Plant at Rowe, Mass., 
the only operating nuclear power facility 
·in New England. 

First. Research and ·development as
sistance:· $.5 inillion ,is \the cpst oCAEC 
assistanpe in the de~ign, ~nW.11eering, 
and fabrication of the ·reactor portion of 
the plant. 

Second. Waiver of fuel use charge: 
$3.7 million was the cost of the initial 
load of fuel in the reactor. This fuel was 
supplied free of charge by the AEC-en
riched uranium from Oak Ridge-as 
part of the AEC's role due to the experi
mental nature of the reactor. Subse
quent loadings of the reactor have been 
paid for by the utilities. 

Third. Plutonium buyback: $2.1 mil
lion. At the time of construction of the 
Rowe, M41SS,; plant, there was no private 
market for uranium and, therefore, had 
the AEC not agreed to buy back the plu-

. toniutn, the utilities would have had to 
dispose of it as waste. 

The subsidies I have listed will not be 
available to the nuclear powerplants 
being constructed, considered or .adver
tised in the New England area, but the 
new plants will continue to receive the 
benefits of nearly $2 billion the Atomic 
Energy Commission has spent in research 
and development of tpe civilian nuclear 
power program and related reactor 
technology and safety programs, and the 

extension is emphasized by the inclusion in 
the first proposal we have received on our 
nuclear project which contains the follow
ing statement: "The offer is based on the 
extension of governmental indemnification 
authority." This indicates to us that this 
matter is considered essential by the manu
facturing industry. 

And adding an interesting colloquy 
with Representative PRICE on the subject: 

Representative PRICE. Mr. Kinsman, you 
say in your statement th-at this matter-the 
extension of the Price-Anderson Act--is con
sidered essential by the manufacturing in
dustry. Now what about the utUity industry 
and particularly what does your company 
think about the necessity of extension of 
this act? 

Mr. KINSMAN. We feel the same way, Mr. 
Price. 

Representative PRICE. You think it is es
sential to the continuation of the nuclear 
power development program? 

Mr. KINSMAN. Yes sir; I do. 

Mr. James Davenport, executive vice 
president, Southern California Edison 
Co., stated: 

incentives provided by the Price-Ander- We believe that it would be unwise to 
son Indemnity Act which provides liabil- remove the aggregate limitation of liabillty 
•t t ti bet een the coverage pro provided by the Price-Anderson Act. The 1 

Y pro ec on w - removal of this feature of the Price-Anderson vided. by private insurance companies 
h system would result in the exposure to unin

and total liability of $560 million. Int e sured 11ab111ty claims which also could be a 
instance of the Connecticut Yankee deterrent to future developments in the nu
Atomic Plant, the utility will be able to clear energy field. 
obtain $486 million worth of liability We belleve that the Price-Anderson pro
coverage from the Federal Government gram is fully warranted since it is the only 
at a cost of $44,000 per year, while ob- means of providing the necessary nuclear 
taining only $74 million worth of liability 11ab111ty coverage for the nuclear power 

·insurance from private sources for $280,- industry. 
000 a year. In connection with the subsidy argu-

I do not object to these incentives, or ment, Mr. President, it should be noted 
subsidies. They are designed to accom- that the Dickey-Lincoln School project 
plish a positive public good. I do object would repay the entire Federal invest
to the doubletalk we get on the subsidy ment, with interest, in 50 years. It will 
question. return to the Federal Treasury nearly 

This question was raised frequently $2 for every one of the $227 million in 
before the Joint Atomic Energy Com- Federal funds invested in the project 
mittee during hearings on renewal of during that time period. It will continue 
that program. ·The statements by the to pay a substantial return on the public 
utility executives speak for , themselves: investment many, many years beyond 

In response to the following question the end of the payback period. 
from Representative HosMER, Mr. I have yet to hear one private power 
Francis E. Drake, vice president, Roches- company offer to reimburse the Federal 
ter Gas & Electric Corp., had an inter- treasury for the nearly $2 billion Federal 
esting comment: investment in the civil nuclear reactor 

Representative HosMER. In the light of program. 
your answer to Mr. Price, how do you view Mr. President, I think the record 
this Price-Anderson thing? A lot of people should be clear that the Dickey-Lincoln 
say this is a big subsidy. Some other people School proiect has met the tests of na-say it is a method, technique, to permit the :.i 

installation of nuclear electi;ic generating · tional interest and economic feasibility. 
plants in this country. I suppose there are In addition, it has overwhelming support 
some other variations in concept of its in the State of Maine. Two Maine Gov
philosophy. What is Rochester's view, yours ernors-one Republican, one Democrat-
in particular?" two Maine Senators-Mrs. SMITH and 

Mr. DRAKE. My view, Congressman Hosmer, I-three Maine Congressmen-one Re
is that the Price-Anderson indemnity pro-
vision has been a most effective encourage- publican and two Democrats--and two 
ment to the private industry and also the Maine Legislatures---one Republican and 
manufacturing industry to go forward with one · Democratic-have supported this 
an industry which is in the public interest. project since it was sent to Congress. 
Nuclear power as a source of energy is one - In spite of all these factors, a majority 
that we are all very optimistic about. With- of the House of , Representatives has 
out the Price-Anderson Act, I do not think opposed the project. In considering the 
that the progress we have made would have .disagreement between the Senate and been made and could have been made in the 
industry. I think it has been very farsighted the House, I hope my colleagues will keep 
of the committee and of Congress to have the following facts in mind-in addition 
passed the Price-Anderson Act. to those which I have outlined on the 
~ Mr~ George C. Kinsman, · vice presi- ·substantive issues: . - ' 
dent, li11orida Power & Light Co., said the First; the northeastern area, ' of the 
following: _ Un,i.teQ.. States--and New England in par-

~ Because ·of our· lnterest in nuclear power, "ticular-has not received the heavy in
we are concerned about extension of the vestment in resource development funds 
Price-Anderson law. The importance of the which has been accorded other regions. 
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From 1960 to 1966, the per capita dis

tribution of public works authorizations 
showed a consistent pattern of large in
vestments in areas outside the Northeast, 
as demonstrated in the following table: 
Region: Per Capita 

Northeast ----------------------- $18.98 
Midwest ------------------------ 31. 17 
South--------------------------- 40.84 
Southwest ---------------------- 54. 06 
Far \Vest------------------------ 51.08 

In this year's public works appropria-
tions bill, the pattern is continued: 
Region: Per capita 

Northeast ---------------- ~------- $1.77 
Midwest ------------------------- 4. 73 
South --------------------------- 7.83 
Southwest ----------------------- 7. 49 Far \Vest _________________________ 11. 81 

New England's allocation is onlY $1.57 
per capita. 

Second, many of the opponents of the 
Dickey-Lincoln School project have been 
inconsistent in their positions on the 
public works appropriations bill, voting 
ag~inst Dickey-Lincoln School-which 
has a benefit-cost ratio of 1.91 to 1-
while supporting rivers and harbors 
projects in their own districts which do 
not measure up to the Maine project. 

In the July 25 vote in the House of 
Representatives, Congressmen repre
senting districts in which 193 projects 
covered by the bill were located voted 
against the Dickey-Lincoln School proj
ect. 134 of those projects, with appro
priations totaling $241,527,000, had no 
benefit-cost estimate or had a benefit
cost ratio of less than 1.9-1. This repre
sented 24 percent of the total appropria
tions approved by the Senate for con
struction and planning of public works 
projects. 

In the October 25 vote in the House, 
there were a number of individual shifts 
in connection with the Dickey-Lincoln 
School project. Of the projects contained 
in the conference report, 132 having no 
benefit-cost estimate or a ratio less than 
1.9 to 1 are located in the districts of 
Congressmen who voted against Dickey
Lincoln School on October 25. Appropria
tions for these projects totaled $234,155,
·ooo, or 24 percent of the total recommen
dation of $968,474,000. 

I cite these figures to demonstrate that 
there is no consistency in the opposition 
to Dickey-Lincoln School, that the Hou..c:;e 
position threatens a national policy 
based on the merits and economic feasi
bility of projects, and that our regioi:i is 
not one to be placed at the top of the 
list for cutting back on public works 
projects. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
Senate position and to insist that the 
Dickey-Lincoln School project be in
cluded in the Public Works Appropria
tions Act of 1968. 

· Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

nues of said District for the :fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1968, and for other pur
poses. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres
ident, the bill before us provides an ap
pT1opriation of $504,960,100. This repre
sents an increase over the House-passed 
bill 0f $41,622,400, and it would be $33,-
435,100 under the budget estimates. 

The amount recommended in this bill 
is $83,147,200 over the appropriations for 
1967. 

For operating expenses, the bill pro
vides a total of $381,647,600, which is 
$5,757,900 over the House-passed bill. 

For capital outlay items the bill pro
vides a total of $115,552,500, which rep
resents an increase of $35,894,500 over 
the House allowance. 

The Senate Appropriations Committee 
has increased the Federal payment to 
the general fund by $12 million over the 
House allowance of $56 million, making 
a total of $68 million in the bill before us. 
This sum is $2 million under the $70 
million authorization. 
, The bill before us provides a total in 
Federal loans of $79.2 million. This is 
$31.1 million above the House allowance 
of $48.1 million. The increase consists of 
the restoration of $1.5 million deleted by 
the House and the approval of $29.6 mil
lion of the $40.1 million request con
tained in supplemental estimates sub
mitted in Senate Document No. 54. The 
bill adds $25.2 million in loan authority 
for public building construction over the 
House figure of $31.8 million and, in ad
dition, allows $5.9 million for higher edu
cation capital outlay. 

The funds provided for under the bill 
before us allow for a reserve of $11,057,-
000 for contingent expenses as follows: 
$1,042,000 for indefinite appropriations; 
$1;522,000 for wage board increa:ses for 
regular employees and food sernce and 
laundry workers; $164,000 for salary in
creases for interns and resident doctors; 
$3,286,000 for classified pay increases of 
4.5 percent estimated to be effective Oc
tober l, 1967; $1,642,000 for pay increases 
of 7.2 percent for Policemen and firemen, 
as estimated, to be effective January 1, 
1968; and $3,401,000 for raises of 8.3 per
cent for schoolteachers, as estimated, to 
be effective January 1, 1968. 

Mr. President, of the $41,622,400 in
crease over the House allowance, capital 
outlay items amount to $35,894,500. The 
increases in opera ting expenses over the 
House-passed bill ·are broken down, in 
part, as follows: For general operating 
expenses, $624,700; public safety, $546,-
700; education, $3,751,900; health and 
welfare, $1,343,900. 

Those, I believe, are the items of great
est interest to the general public. 
Mr. President, I ask unanimous con

sent to have printed at the close of my 
remarks a· table which will provide addi

,11 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
APPROPRIATIONS, 1968 

: · tional facts concerning operating ex
penses and capital outlay as well as I'e
payment of loans and interest. 

The Senate resumed ·the consideration 
of the bill <H.R. 8569) making appropria
tions for the government of the District 
of Columbia and other activities charge
able in whole or in part against the reve-

.. The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so o~dered. 

(See exhibit U , 
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia.. The total 

for the Metropolitan Police Departmen~ 
is $44,870,900, a reduction of $179,700 

below the House allocation, resulting 
only from savings as a result of delay in 
the passage of the bill. Language is rec
ommended to expend the unobligated 
balance of $670,000 provided in 1967 ap
propriations for communications equip-
ment. . , 

Officials in the department advised 
the committee last week that there were 
376 vacant Positions in the authorized 
strength of 3,100. 

For the :fire depal'itment the commit
tee allowed $20,431,700, a reduction of 
$33,100 below the House allowance, again 
resulting from savings because of the 
delay of passage of. the bill. 

Mr. President, other than the savings 
that arose as a result of the delay in 
passage of the bill, the Committee on 
Appropriations allowed every dime re
quested by the Metropolitan Police 
Department. 

The committee was very liberal in its 
recommendations as to appropriations 
for the courts in the District of Columbia. 
The bill before us provides for a net in
crease of $603,300 over the House. allow
'B.nce. This increase will provide 13 posi
tions and related services for the Juve
nile Court, including a research analyst, 
a statistician and secretary to establish 
a research unit, eight probation officers, 
and other personnel. 

Seventy positions and related services 
are allowed for the District of Columbia 
Court of General Sessions, 64 of which 
were included in the supplemental esti
mate to the Senate. 

The bill provides an increase of $21,-
300 for the annual iretirement pay of a 
judge of the District of Columbia Court 
of Appeals and payment for extra work 
by retired judges. 

Eight Positions are included to allow 
for expansion of services of the Legal 
Aid Agency and three Positions for im
provement of services in the District of 
Columbia Ball Agency. 

The Committee on Appropriations 
allowed 415 new teaching positions in 
the public schools of the District of Co
lumbia, plus certain sums of money for 
teachers for special assignment purPoses, 
and so forth. I wish to say here again 
that the Senate Committee on Appro
priations allowed every teaching posi
tion requested for the public schools in 
the District of Columbia. 

The House of Representatives had ap
proved 362 such positions. This will, 
therefore, provide a total of 777 Positions 
under supervision and instruction. 

Moreover, the Senate committee pro
vided 75 prekindergarten relocatable 
classrooms and is requiring that the cost 
of the teachers be paid from impact 
funds. 

The committee approved 25 assistant 
principals for elementary schools, and 
13 elementary school supervisors to meet 
Board of Education staffing ratios. It 
provided an assistant principal for senior 
high schools. 

The committee approved the entire re
quest for 257 positions and $'1.4 million 
contained in Senate Document No. 54 to 
provide staff to plB.n . for the beginning 
of operations of the Federal City College 
and the Washington Tecpµlcal ,Insti-
tute. · 
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A capital outlay item of $5.9 million was 
provided for these higher education func
tions. 

Increases provided for the Recreation 
Department would allow five positions 
and related services for recreation serv
ices in the District of Columbia General 
Hospital Center for the Mentally Re
tarded, and expansion of the Washing
ton Youth Gardens program, additional 
positions for a Mental Health Center and 
Day Camp for the Mentally Retarded, 
and nine positions and related services 
for a program for the mentally retarded 
as propased in Senate Document No. 54. 

An increase of $25,992,500 in capital 
outlay items for public schools will pro
vide for the following: purchase of sites 
for two new junior high schools, one jun
ior high school addition, two new ele
mentary schools, one elementary school 
replacement, and one elementary school 
addition. It will provide for the purchase 
of site and plans and specifications for 
six elementary school additions, five ele
mentary school replacements, and one 
new elementary school. It will provide for 
the preparation of plans and specifica
tions for one senior high school addition 
and one new elementary school. It will 
provide for plans and specifications, and 
construction for one senior high school 
addition and one elementary school addi
tion. 

It will provide for plans and specifi
cations, and construction and equipment 
for one elementary school addition and, 
of course, for the 75 pre-kindergarten 
relocatable classrooms to which I have 
alluded. 

Finally, it will provide for one senior 
high school addition and one junior high 
school addition. 

The bill provides an increase of $181,-
500 for air conditioning two existing 
branch libraries-Benning and Tenley
Friendship. 

The bill provides for plans and speci
fications for three playgrounds and one 
recreation center for the mentally re
tarded, a site for one playground expan
sion; plans and specifications, construc
tion and equipment for one community 
center; and it provides for construction 
and equipment for one swimming paol, 
one community center with swimming 
pool, and one playground. 

Funds are allowed in the bill for pre
liminary survey for a new Receiving 

Home for Children and construction and 
equipment for the replacement of the 
Farm Cottage at the District Training 
School. 

The Senate committee approved funds 
for a preliminary survey for a new Dis
trict Court Building and the continua
tion of the air-conditioning program in 
various District-owned buildings. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the RECORD at the close of my 
remarks, as exhibit 2, a summary of 
capital outlay items. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

(See exhibit 2.) 
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres

·ident, I believe it is anticipated that there 
will be a surplus in the general fund as 
of next June 30 of $71,000. 

Mr. President, this completes my state
ment concerning the appropriations in 
the bill now before the Senate. Together 
with the tables which I am placing in 
the RECORD, this would seem to present 
a pretty clear picture of what is con
tained in the bill making appropriations 
for the District of Columbia for the fiscal 
year 1968. The Senate committee delayed 
bringing the bill to the fioor until the 
revenue bill could be enacted and the 
supplemental estimates could be sub
mitted. The bill before the Senate in
cludes both the regular and supplemental 
estimates. 

Mr. President, I believe that this is a 
very good bill. The committee held many 
days of hearings on it. Senators will note 
that the hearings consist of three vol
umes containing more than 3,500 pages. 

I especially invite the attention of Sen
ators to certain language in the commit
tee report with reference to crime and 
court congestion in the District of Co
lumbia. As Senators will recall, the com
mittee conducted a series of hearings 
into the crime situation during the sum
mer. I believe that those hearings were 
most productive and useful. 

I want to express my gratitude, in clos
ing, to members of the subcommittee and 
to the members of the full committee for 
the time and effort contributed by them 
during the hearings and during the 
markup of the bill. 

Especially do I want to express my 
genuine and heartfelt thanks to the Sen
ator from Nebraska [Mr. HRUSKA], the 
ranking minority member. At all times, 

EXHIBIT 1 

he was most interested, most active, and 
most helpful. I have leaned upan him 
for his help and advice. I am indeed very 
grateful for the assistance which he gave 
to me throughout the hearings and es
pecially during the markup of the bill. 

I also want to express my appreciation 
to Mr. Merrick, the very able clerk of 
'the subcommittee, for his invaluable 
service. Mr. Merrick has been a member 
of the Appropriations Committee staff 
for more than two decades. He has had 
long experience in dealing with this par
ticular bill as well as with the State, 
Commerce, and Justice appropriation 
bill. His advice and assistance to me, and 
to the Senator from Nebraska [Mr. 
HRUSKA], and other members of the sub
committee, have been of incalculable 
worth. 

I am sure that I could not do the work 
I have attempted to do as chairman of 
the subcommittee, close to 8 years now, 
without the strong right arm which Mr. 
Merrick, the clerk of the committee, has 
been tome. 

Thus, Mr. President, I feel that Sena
tors can vote for the bill knowing that 
it is the result of the utmost study, and 
the most painstaking and meticulous 
scrutiny on the part of the subcommittee, 
and that they will be voting for the best 
appropriation bill ever brought to the 
Senate during the 8 years in which I have 
been chairman. 

The committee has been extremely 
lenient, liberal, and sympathetic to the 
needs of the schools. It has been our view 
that a dollar invested in education over 
the long run perhaps brings more bene
ficial return than will accrue from the 
expenditure of any other single dollar. 
The committee has attempted to act ac
cording to that belief. 

The committee has also given its strong 
suppart to the police department. I think 
that the appropriations year after year 
have refiected the faith and the con
fidence which the committee and Con
gress have in the pallce of this city who 
are confronted with an increasingly dif
ficult task. 

We feel that the appropriations in the 
bill now before the Senate refiect a con
tinuation of that strong support. 

Mr. President, this completes my state
ment. If there are questions on tomorrow, 
I shall be glad to attempt to answer them. 

COMPARATIVE STATEMENT OF APPROPRIATIONS FOR FISCAL YEAR 1967 AND ESTIMATES AND AMOUNTS RECOMMENDED IN THE BILL FOR FISCAL YEAR 1968 

Increase ( +) or decrease (-), Senate bill 
Budget esti- Senate com- compared with-

Item Approeia- mates, 1968 House bill mittee recom· 
tions, 967 (revised mendation, Appropria- Budget esti· 

1968 lions ,1967 mates, 1968 House bill 
<revised) 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA FUNDS 
OPERATING EXPENSES 

$28, 018, 000 $25, 885, 000 $26, 509, 700 +$3, 296, 200 -$1, 508, 300 +$624,700 General ofeeratlng expenses •• ·-········-·········-··-······-·--··········-··-·-· $23, 213, 500 
90,392,400 93,433,000 91 995 000 92, 541, 700 +2, 149,300 -891,300 +546, 700 

~~~~~~~~~iiai~~=:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::~ ::::::::::::: :::::::: 85, 914, 000 102, 999, 000 93:730:000 97, 481, 900 +11. 567, 900 -5, 517, 100 +3, 751,900 
12, 752, 200 17, 747, 000 15 906, 000 15, 120, 900 +2,368, 700 -2,626, 100 -785, 100 

Health and welfare .• __ ----_. ______ •••••••••• __ •• __ • _______ •• __ ------------ __ •• 90, 522, 000 107, 615, OOQ 103: 439, 000 1~:·~~·~88 +14, 260, 900 -2, 832, 100 +1, 343, 900 

~!~~::re~~~!~~~~~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 15, 227, 000 16,307,000 16, 705, 000 +1,400,300 +320,200 -77, 700 
24,542, 500 26,970,000 26,379,000 2s: m: 500 +2, 190,000 -237, 500 +353,500 

Metropolitan Police ~additional municipal services, American Le~ion convention). : •••• 233,000 ---·-237:100 ----·m:100 ---··m:ooo -233,000 ---·-------- ............................... 
Metropolitan Police additional municipal services, Imperial Shrine convention) _______ 

··-c320;000 +237,700 ---- .................... ------------
Personal services, wage-board employees. __ ------------------------ __ ----------- 1,613,000 1, 613, 000 1, 613, 000 +293,000 ........................... ------------
Settlement of claims and suits·------------------------------------------------- 60, 700 ------------ ---------·-· ------------ -60, 700 -- ---------- ----·-------

Total, operating expenses ________ ------ -- ·------- -- ----------------------- 344, 177, 300 394, 939, 700 375, 889, 700 381, 647, 600 +37' 470, 300 -13, 292, 100 +5,757,900 
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EXHIBIT 1-Continued 

I 

COMPARATIVE STATEMENT OF APPROPRIATIONS FOR FISCAL YEAR 1967 ANO ESTIMATES AND AMOUNTS RECOMMENDED IN THE BILL FOR FISCAL YEAR 1968-Continued 

Budget esti-
Increase(+) or decrease(-), Senate bill 

Senate com- compared with-
Appro~ria- mates, 1968 House bill mittee recom-
tiqns, 967 (revised) mendation, Appropria- Budget esti-

Hous~e bill 1968 tions, 1967 ma~es, 1968 
. " (revi~t1d) 

Item 

REPAYMENT OF LOANS AND INTEREST 

$6, 077,600 $7, 790, 000 $7, 790; OOQ $7, 760, 000 +$1, 632, 400 -$30, 000 -:-PO, ooo 

67, 030, 500 135, 665, 500· 79, 658, 000 115, 552, 500 +48, 522, 000 -20, 113, 000 4-35, 894; 500 
4, 527, 500 ------------ ----------- ... ---·-------- ------------ --------·-~--- ------------

Reimbursement to the United States.--------------------~------- ~ ------- _. ______ _ 
. CAPITAL OUTLAY . •. 

1

" ,' ', • 1 . 'ii . 
Capital outlay _______________ ~ ______________________ ... _________________ "-_-·-__ 

Contribution to r~p~d rail transit system .•• ·--,----------------------------- -'~ --,_ __ _ 

Total, capita I outlay _____________ --- _ --- --- _______ ~ - - __ -___ -- ---- ~--- _;, __ _ 71, 558, 000 135, 665, 500 • 79, _658, 000 115, 552, 500 +43, 994,.500 -20, 113, 000 +35, 894, 500 

Grand to~~I, District of,PRlumbia funds.---•:-----------------------.~=- ------- 421, 812, 900 538, 395, 200 . 463, 337, 700 504, 960, 100 +83, 147, 200 -33', 435, 100 +41, 622, 400 

EXHIBIT 2 

· .. r 

Item 

Repayment of Federal obligations ______ _ 

Public building construction: 
Public schools: 

West Elementary School addition, 

~f;_r~~~-~~t~~~~-~~~~-~~~-~~~~ 
Tubman Elementary School, 11th 

and Kenyon Sts. NW __ ____ _____ _ 
Morgan Elementary School replace

ment, 18th and California Sts. 
NW.------ __ ---- _____________ _ 

Bruce-Monroe Elementary Schools 
replacement, Girard and Fairmont 
Sts., between 13th and 14th Sts. 
NW ____________________ ------_ 

Harrison Elementary School addi-
tion, 13th and V Sts. NW _______ _ 

New Elementary School, Lincoln Rd. 
and Douglas St. NL ___________ _ 

• ,1 Brookland Elementary School re
placement, 10th and Shepherd Sts. NE_ _____________________ _ 

Pa mi !~~m~itt2s~~-~~~1- ~~-d-i~i~~~ 
New Elementary School, 17th St. and 

Independence Ave. SE _________ _ 
Blow-Pierce Elementary Schools re

placement, 20th and Gales Sts. NL 
New Elementary School, 19th and L Sts. NL ____________________ _ 
Blair-Ludlow-Taylor Elementary 

Schools replacement, 6th and G 
Sts. NL-----------------------

Peabody-Madison-Hayes Elementary 
Schools replacement, 9th and C 
Sts. NL-----------------------

Lovejoy-Edmonds Elementary 
Schools replacement, 12th and· D Sts. NL ______________________ _ 

- New elementary school, 12th and C Sts. NL ______________________ _ 
Thomas Elementary School addition 

and alterations, Anacostia Ave. and Grant St. NL _____________ _ 
New elementary school, 40th St. and Lane Pl., NL _________________ _ 
Carver Elementary School addition, 

45th and Lee Sts. NL _________ _ 
Benning Elementary School replace

ment, Minnesota Ave. between 
Benning Rd. and Foote St. NL __ _ 

New elementary school, 44th and Foote Sts. NL ________________ _ 
Burrville Elementary School addition 

and alterations, Division Ave. and 
Hayes St NL _________________ _ 

Nalle Elementary School addition 
and alterations, 50th and C Sts. SL 

Shadd Elementary School addition, 
56th and East Capito1 Sts. SE ___ _ 

Weatherless Elementary School, Fort 
Chaplin Park SL ______________ _ 

Weatherless Elementary School addi-
tion, Fort Chaplin Park SL ___ • __ 

Savoy Elementary School replace-
ment, 2427 Nichols Ave. SL ____ _ 

Ketcham Elementary School addi-
tion, 15th and U Sts. SL _______ _ 

Turner Elementary School addition, 
Stanton Rd. and Alabama Ave. SL 

BiN'i~hof~eAv~~t;~~ ~~~o~~r aRd£i~E~ 
-c., New elementary school, Fort Stanton 

Park SL .. -------------------
New elementary school Alabama 

Ave. and Congress St. SL ______ _ 

SUMMARY Of CAPITAL OUTLAY ITEMS 

Revised 
estimate 

House • Amendment Senate rec-
allowance re!luested' OJllmendation 

$1, 246, 600 $1, 246, 600 $1, 246, 600 

721, 000 

99,000 

1,410, 000 

1, 636, 000 

721, 000 

1;665, 000 

245, 000 

951, 000 

1, 324, 000 

93,000 

1,699, 000 

98, 000 

900, 000 

4,00,000 

912, 000 

60,000 

141, 000 

403, 000 

417, 000 

704, 000 

372, 000 

47, 000 

32;000 

82, 000 

249,000 

93, 000 

1, 050, 000 

756, 000 

769, 000 

160, 000 

401, 000 

J f1 

99,000 

~ ... .;.i_ _____ ,.. 

),·' 

1, 665, 000 

905, 000 

93, 000 

98, 000 

60,000 

$721, 000 

1,410, 000 

.1,636, 000 

,. 721, 000 

245,000 

1, 324, 000 

1, 699, 000 

401, 000 

141, 000 

403,000 

417, 000 

704, 000 

372, 000 

47, 000 ·--------- I 

32, 000 

82, 000 

93,000 

990, 000 

756, 000 

769,000 

160, 000 

'249, 000 

401,000 

1" 

m.ooo 

99, 000 

l,~10. 000 

1, 139, 000 

625, 000 

1, 665, 000 

245, 000 

905, 000 

93, 000 

98, 000 

60, 000 

141, 000 

403, 000 

417, 000 

704,000 

372,000 

47,000 

32, 000 

82, 000 

249, 000 

93, 000 

990,000 

756,000 

769, 000 

160, 000 

401, 000 

Item 

Public building construction-Con. 
Public schools-Continued 

Ne~n:~er~~~.t~l_-~c_h_~o-1~-~~~--~~~ 
Beers Elementary School addition 

and alterations, Alabama Ave. and 36th Pl. SL ____ __ ____________ _ 
Randle Highlands Elementary School 

addition, 30th and R Sts. SL ___ _ 
Orr Elementary School replacement, 

22d and ProutSts. NL ________ _ 
Seaton Elementary School replace

ment, 10th and P Sts. NW •. ~- ---
Mo. ntgomery Elementary School 

addition, P St. between 5th St. 
and New Jersey Ave. NW _______ _ 

Gage-Eckington Elementary Schools 
replacement, 2d and U Sts. NW __ _ 

New elementary school, Nichols Ave. 
and Chesapeake St. SW ________ _ 

Congress Heights Elementary School 
replacement, 6th St. and Alabama 
Ave. SL _____ ___ ---- ------ ----

Addition to new elementary school, 
Nichols Ave. and Chesapeake St. SW. ____________ _____________ _ 

Brent Elementary School replace-
ment, 3d and D Sts. SL ______ _ 

Le.nox Elementary School addition, 
.5th between G St. and Virginia 
Ave. SE ___________________ ___ _ 

Takoma Elementary School replace
ment, Piney Branch Rd. and Dahlia . St. NW _______________________ _ 

Shepherd Elementary School addi
tion and alterations, 14th and 
Kalmia Rd. NW ______ ___ ______ _ 

Deal Junior High School addition, 
Fort Dr. and Nebraska Ave. NW_ 

Taft Junior High School addition, 
18th and Perry Sts. NL ________ _ 

Shaw Junior High School replace-
ment location undetermined ____ _ 

Garnet-Patterson Junior High School 
addition, 10th and J Sts. NW ____ _ 

Hamilton Junior High Schoo!1 6th St. 
and Brentwood Parkway NL ___ _ 

Browne Junior High School addition, 
, 24th St. and Benning Rd. NL ___ _ 

Randell Junior High School addition, 
1st and I Sts. SW ______________ _ 

Hine Junior High School addition, 
7th and C Sts. SL _____________ _ 

New junior high school, 51st and D Sts. SL _______________ _______ _ 
Johnson Junior High School, Bruce 

and Robinson Sts. SE_ _________ _ 
New junior high school, Oxon Run 

Parkway between 1st and Chesa-peake Sts. SL ______ __________ _ 
Wilson Senior High School addition 

and alterations, Nebraska Ave. 
and Chesapeake St. NW ________ _ 

Roosevelt Senior High School addi-
tion, 13th and UpshurSts. NW __ _ 

Dunbar Senior High School addition 
and alterations, 1st and N Sts. NW_ 

Spingarn-Phelps Stadium, 24th St. 
and Benning Rd. NL •• ---------

Ba~~~l ~~~i~L ~~-~-~~~~~1-~~~~~i~~~ 
Anacostia Senior High School addi-

tion, 16th and R Sts. SL _______ _ 
Sharpe Health School addition, 4300 13th St. NW ____ ____ _____ _____ _ 
New school for the severely mentally 

retarded, Fort Totten Dr. and 
Hamilton St. NL ______________ _ 

House 
allowance 

$501, 000 -----·--·· 'I $501, 000 I $501, 000 

848, 000 $848, ooo , --- ~ - ! _. __ ,_. 
884, 000 844, 000 

1, 411, 000 

99,000 

828, 000 

1, 353, 000 

l, 431, 000 

. 
99, 000 

1, 355, 000 

1; 440, 000 

• 1, 411, 000 

828, 000 

1, 353, 000 

_Ji:t!. _____ _ 

IU 

848, 000 

844,000 

1, 411, 000 

99, 000 

828, 000 

1, 353, 000 

1, 355, 000 

1~ 440, 000 

374, 000 

65, 000 

374, 000 74, 000 
,\)I. 

459, 000 

1, 478, 000 

543, 500 

573, 000 

1, 306, 000 

4, 720, 000 

1, 588, 000 

290, 000 

1, 536, 000 

43,000 

1, 060, 000 

1, 155, 000 

290, 000 

423, 000 

1, 020, 000 

232, 000 

5,455, 000 

504, 000 

2,685, 000 

1, 323, 000 

771,000 

1,454, 000 

65, 000- .... !. ••• J..:., l I 65, 000 

1(385.,ooo, 

543, 500 

573, 000 

1, 221, 000 

290, 000 

43, 000 

290, 000 

--------,- -
1 I 

I 

2, 685, 000 

771, 000 

1,454, 000 

459, 000 

r---------

l, 588, 000 

1,460, 000 

l, 074, 000 

421, 000 

11462, 000 

232, 000 

5,455,000 

504, 000 

1, 323, 000 

459, 000 

1, 385, 000 

550, 500 

573, 000 

1, 221 000 

1,464, 000 

290,000 

1,460, 000 

43, 000 

1,074,000 

290,000 

421,000 

1,462, 000 

5,455,000 

2,685,000 

98,000 

771, 000 

1,454,000 
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SUMMARY OF CAPITAL OUTLAY ITEMS-Continued 

Item Revised House Amendment Senate rec- Item Revised House Amendment Senate rec-
estimate allowance requested ommendation estimate allowance requested ommendation 

Public building construction-Con. Public building construction-Con. 
Public schools-Continued Public health-Continued 

Warehouse addition. 2000 Adams Pl. Reconstruction and consolidation of 
NE •• _ ••.... ---- --- -- -- --- ---- $387,000 $387,000 ----··----· buildinf5, District of Columbia 

Prekindergarten-relocatable classes 
2, 212, 500 2, 212, 500 $2,212, 500 

Genera Hospital, 19th and C Sts. 
(75). - - - ---- -- --- -- -- --- --- --- SL·------------ ------ -------- $455, 000 $455, 000 $455,000 

Permanent improvements to existing 
3, 736, 374 $3, 736,374 3, 736, 374 

Completion of final phase of core 
buildings. __ •• ---- ____ ... . __ ... building, District of Columbia Gen-

Adjustment due to change in cost 
221, 126 

era I Hospital, 19th and C Sts SL._ 209, 000 $209, 000 209, 000 
estimates .••• ---------- __ --- -- - --------ii& -------·226 Warehouse addition, District of 

Rounding -- -·· -- -- -- ---- -------- -- - - ----- Columbia General Hospital, 19th 
Langdon Elementary School addition, and C Sts. SL _________________ 900,000 900, 000 ---- -------20th and Franklin Sts. NL .•.••• ----------- 199, 000 199, 000 Facility for alcoholics, 19th and C 
Moten Elementary School addition, 

761, 000 
Sts. SE.----- •. __ ------------ .• 320,000 320, 000 ------ -----Morris and Elvans Rds. SL •.••.• .. ...................... 761, 000 

Total, public schools __________ 63,269, 500 23, 866, 100 32,474, 500 49,858, 600 
Total. public health ___________ 2, 284,000 855, 000 1,429, 000 1,064, 000 

Higher education: Federal CiY. College 
5, 900,000 

Corrections: 
and Washington Technical nstitute. -------- -- - 5,900,000 Metropolitan mulw:urpose correc-

tional complex, ashington D.C. 200, 000 200, 000 -----------Public Library: Fly-ash ~o~t_rol equipment, Relorma-
New downtown central library, 9th 

11, 950, 000 11, 950, 000 11, 950, 000 
tory D1v1s1on ___________________ 283,200 283,200 283,200 

and G Sts. NW ••. --------- -- --- Utility barn replacement, Workhouse 
Air conditioning 2 branch library Division, Occoquan, Va __________ 70, 000 -----------buildings, Benning and Tenley-

181, 500 181, 500 181, 500 
Renovation of refri~ration unit, Res-

Friendship branches ••.......... ervatlon Supply nit, Reformatory 

Total, Public Library __________ 12, 131, 500 11,950,000 181, 500 12, 131, 500 
Division, Lorton, Va _____________ 2,000 2,000 2,000 

Eme~ency generators, Reformatory 

Recreation Department: 
an Youth Center heating plants, 
Reservation Institutions, Lorton, 

Langdon Park (east) playground and Va _________ ...•. •.• •• .••....•• 401, 000 401, 000 401, 000 
swimming pool, 20th and Franklin 

346, 400 346,400 346,400 
Conversion of auditorium, work-

Sts. NL.-------------- -------- house, Occoquan, Va ___________ (1) (1) -·---------Upshur swimming pool and bath- Addition to administration building, 
house, 14th St. and Arkansas Ave. 

252, 500 251,900 251, 900 
workhouse, Occoquan, Va _______ (1) (1) -----------NW ___________________________ 

Renovate 2 dormitories, workhouse, 
Fort Dupont swimming pool, Fort Occoquan, Va __________________ (1) (1) ...................... _ Dupont Park SL _______________ 25,000 25,000 257,~0 282, 000 Convert 1 old-style dormitory into 
Capitol east playground and nata- classrooms, education office, clas-

torium, 7th St. and North Carolina 
54, 000 54,000 54, 000 

sification office, chapel, and can-
Ave. SE ••........ ...... , . .... . teen, Workhouse Division, Occo-

Kenilworth Courts Community Center quan, Va ______________________ (1) (1) ......................... -·---------and swimminJ pool, Anacostia Renovation of inmate dining hall, 
Ave. extende and Quarles St. 

50, 000 50, 000 50,000 
Workhouse Division, Occoquan, 

NE .. ___ _______ ........ -- -- --- Va .. ·------------------------- (1) (I) -----·-----Powell playground, 16th and Lamont 
130, 000 130, 000 130,000 

Adjustment due to change in cost Sts. NW _______________________ estimates and reprograming _____ 347, 500 ........................... 
Brentwood Park Recreation Center, 

6th St. and Brentwood Parkway at 
180, 000 180, 000 180, 000 

Total, corrections ___ __________ 1, 303, 700 686,200 200, 000 686,200 
Penn St. NL .. ---- ----- -- ---- -

Che~ Chase Communi~ Center, 
1,007, 000 1, 007,000 

Public welfare: 
56 1 Connecticut Ave. W _____ __ 1, 007, 000 New receiving home for children, 

North Michigan Park plalground, 
185, 000 185, 000 185, 000 

site undetermined ________ ______ 125, 000 125,000 125,000 
13th and Emerson Sts. N ------- Reflace farm cottages, District 

Tot lots-parketts, throughout city 
73,000 73, 000 

raining School, Children's Center, 
where most needed ________ __ ___ ----------- Laurel, Md ____________________ 405, 000 405,000 405,000 

Lansdom Park (west) plal.ground, 
17, 500 17, 500 17, 500 

Construct 2 cottages for low-grade 
2 th and Franklin Sts. N ------- residents, District Training School, 

Pa!~d V~~~c~~~~g~u ~~ _ ~~~~~~ -~~ 6,000 6,000 6,000 
Children s Center, Laurel, Md ____ 2, 325, 000 -----------Permanent improvements, various 

Lincoln-Van Ness recreation center, 
35, 000 35, 000 

institutions. _____________ ______ 749, 800 749,800 749,800 
5th and L Sts. SL ....•......•.. 35, 000 

Ba~~dE~~lf ef~lgJW.~~·-~ !~~~~s- ~-v~~ 16, 000 16, 000 16, 000 
Total, public welfare __________ 3,604,800 749,800 530,000 1,279,800 

Carbarn playground 14th and East 
1, 088, 000 1, 088, 000 Buildings and grounds: Capitol Sts. NL _______________ 

... --- ---- --- West administration buildings, pre-
M~itns~.a~gJ K~f~~~~aP~~gNW~~~ 873, 000 873, 000 873, 000 liminary study, are bounded by 
Wheatley playground, Montello Ave. 6th St., C-St., and D St. NW •••.•. 75, 000 75,000 -----------

and Neal St. NL _________ ____ __ 5, 000 5,000 5,000 New court building, preliminary 
Adjustment due to changes in cost study, site undetermined ........ 100, 000 100,000 100,000 

estimates ...•. _________ ___ ._ ... -238, 000 ----------- Re81acement of boilers, National 
Kenilworth Courts Community Cen- uard Armory, 2001 East Capitol St. ____________________ , _______ ' 330, 000 330, 000 330,000. ter and swimming pool Anacostia Construct parkinf area, Southwest Ave. and Quarles St. NE ___ ______ --------- -- 237, 000 237, 000 Health Center, St. and Delaware 

Total, Recreation Department.. 4, 105, 400 1, 042, 300 3, 794, 500 3, 675, 800 Ave. SW·--- ------ -- ------ ----- 33, 000 33,0do -·---------Replacement of roofing and flashing, 
Police Department: New building and 

various buildings ____ ___________ 88,000 88,000 88, 000 
facilities for police training functions, Air-conditioning program, various 
adjacent to fire training school at 

buildings ______ _ .. _____________ 300, 000 300, 000 300, 000 
Blue Plains ______________________ 2,222; 000 2, 222, 000 2, 222, 000 Replace cooling equipment, various buildings .. ____________________ ' 648,000 648,000 648, 000 

Fire Department: Total, buildings and grounds •.• I, 574, 000 1, 066, 000 508, 000 1,466,000 Engine com~any No. 6 and truck 
company o. 4 replacement, New Community renewal: Urban Progress 
York Ave. between 4th and 5th Sts. 

Center __________________________ ---------- - 100, 000 -----------NW ______ ____ ___ ______________ 49, 000 49, 000 ......................... 49, 000 Total, public building construe-
Engine company No. 15 replace- tion ________ • ___ _ • __ _ • ---- --- 90,,741, 900 42, 486, 400 45, 117, 500 78,332, 900 

ment, on present site at 14th and ----
V Sts. SE., and additional District- De~artment of Highways and Traffic: 
owned adjoining land ........... 5,000 ------ ---- - lectrical improvements. ____ ____ ___ 568, 000 568, 000 568, 000 

Street improvements and extensions .. 3,211, 000 2 2, 961, 000 2 2, 961, 000 
Total, Fire Department ________ 54, 000 49, 000 49, 000 Highway planning, programing, and 

Licenses and inspections: Rehabilita- research. _______________________ 400,000 400, 000 400,000 
tion of the municipal fish wharf, ~!~~fyarm ~r~~~1::.i;~:!0~ ii ii" reaif neme"nt 

(3) (3) (3) 
Maine Ave. SW ___ ________________ 193, 000 ------ -- --- of streets. ______________________ 202, 000 202, 000 202,000 

Public health: . Interstate: 
Northwest community health center, Old 14th St. Bridge replacement.. •. 400, 000 400,000 400,000 

including mental illness_and men- Center leg, Inner Loop Freeway ____ 3, 450, 000 3, 450, 000 --- ---- --- 3, 450, 00() 
tat retardation, vicinity of Georgia Northeast-North Central Freeway ___ 2, 560,000 2, 560, 000 . --- ---·---- 2,560,000 
Ave. and W St NW __________ ___ 400, 000 400, 000 Interchange C, inner loop _____ ____ 500,000 500,000 ---------- 500, 00() 

Footnotes at end of table. •r 
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SUMMARY OF CAPITAL OUTLAY ITEMS-Continued 

Item Revised House Amendment Senate rec- Item Revised 
estimate 

House Amendment Senate rec-
estimate allowance requested ommendation allowance requested ommendation 

Dept. of Highways and Traffi~n. 
Interstate-Continued 

Potomac River Freeway __________ _ 
East Leg, Inner Loop Freeway __ ___ _ 
North leg, central section, Inner Loop Freeway ________________ _ 
North leg, west section, Inner Loop 

Freeway. _____ ------- -- ---- -- -
Primary, secondary, and urban: 

Eastern Ave. NE., Quarles St. to Grant St. ______ ___ _______ ___ _ _ 
Southern Ave. SE., East Capitol to 

South Capitol Sts ________ _____ _ 
New York Ave. NE., 36th Pl. to Dis-

trict of Columbia line __________ _ 
South Capitol St., South Capitol St. 
. Bridge to District of Columbia line_ 
11th St. NW., Irving St. to Park Rd. 

and Vermont Ave. to Florida Ave. 
Emergency communication system, 

Anacostia Freeway ______ -- -- ---
Randle Circle SL _______________ _ 
Cover and heater on Federal-aid 

streets __________________ ---_ --
Pavement markings, islands, and 

signs. ______ --- -- ------ ---- ---
KSt. NE., railroad viaduct__ ______ _ 

Total, Department of Highways and Traffic _________________ _ 

Department of Sanitary Engineering: 

Nosrt~~~~J~~a_g_e~ _ ~i~~~~~ _ ~f_ !~~~ _ ~~~ 
Street-cleaning toolhouses. ____ - -- __ • 

$900, 000 
1, 500, 000 

600, 000 

1, 500, 000 

390, 000 

460,000 

650, 000 

50, 000 

20, 000 

33,000 
75, 000 

352,000 

680, 000 
(3) 

18, 501, 000 

l, 572, 000 
44,000 

... ----------

$900,000 
1, 500, 000 

$900,000 
1, 500, 000 

600, 000 600, 000 

1, 500, 000 1, 500, 000 

390,000 390,000 

460,000 460, 000 

650,000 650,000 

50, 000 50, 000 

20,000 ---------- 20,000 

33, 000 
75, 000 

33,000 
75, 000 

352,000 352,000 

680,000 
(3) 

680,000 
(3) 

18, 251, 000 18, 251, 000 

1, 572, 000 1, 572, 000 
44, 000 ---$48;000 44, 000 

48,000 

Department of Sanitary Engineering-Continued 
Stormwater sewers-Continued 

Outfall sewer relief (points 17~; 
from Poplar Point to junction op-
posite Hains Point_ ______ _______ $500,000 $500, 000 

Storm and relief sewers in advance 
$500,000 

of local highway paving _______ __ 
Storm sewers: 

200,000 200, 000 200, 000 
East Rock Creek ________________ 200, 000 200,000 
East Anacostia River, ____________ 1,200,000 1,200,000 

Storm and relief sewers in advance of 

200,000 
1,200,000 

interstate highway paving _______ 
Storm and relief sewers in advance 

450,000 450,000 450,000 

of ~rimary, secondary, and urban hig way paving ________________ 350,000 350,000 
Storm sewers, West Rock Creek._._ 350,000 350, 000 

Sanitary sewers: 
Service sewer extensions._._. ___ ._ 510,000 510, 000 
Upper Anacostia main interceptor 

pumping station replacement_ ___ 220, 000 220,000 
Water pollution control plant addi-tions ________________ • ___ • _____ 4, 100, 000 4, 100,000 
Sanitary sewers in advance of local 

paving and miscellaneous relief 
and replacement sewers _________ 250,000 250,000 

Rehabilitate boat pier and construct 

350,000 
350,000 

510, 000 

220,000 

4, 100,000 

250,000 

steam cleaning building, 1st and 
0 Sts. SL--------------------- 45,000 45,000 

Water mains: 
[45, 000 

Service water main extensions, fire 
and public hydrants ____________ 675,000 675,000 

Trunk and secondary water mains .• 400, 000 400,000 
Trunk water mains, special projects. 1,450,000 1,450,000 Bryant St. warehouse _____________ 1, 158, 000 1, 158, 000 

675,000 
400,000 

1,450,000 
1, 158, 000 

Sanitary land fil'------- --- --------
Stormwater sewers: 

Total, Department of Sanitary Engineering _________________ _ 
Washington aqueduct: Shops and store-

17, 574, 000 17, 574, 000 $48,000 17,622,000 
Separation of combined system area. ________________ ---- ____ _ 1, 500, 000 1,500,000 1,500,000 houses at Dalecarlia _______________ _ 100,000 100, 000 100, 000 
Storm sewer, West Anacostia River_ 2,400,000 2,400, 000 2,400,000 

Grand total, capital outlay, District of 
Columbia funds____________ __ __ 128, 163, 500 79, 658, 000 45, 165, 500 115, 552, 500 

outlay, right-of-way. 1 Authority requested and granted to use funds previously appropriated for project 22-62, 
a 2-story dormitory at the workhouse. 

2 Authority requested and granted to use $250,000 previously appropriated for minor capital 
a 100 percent Federal aid participation. 

RESOLUTION ON DEATH OF FOR
MER VICE PRESIDENT JOHN 
NANCE GARNER-ADJOURNMENT 
TO 11 A.M. TOMORROW 
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi

dent, on behalf of the majority leader 
[Mr. MANSFIELD] and the minority leader 
[Mr. DIRKSEN] I send to the desk a res
olution, and ask for its immediate con
sideration. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
J)Ore. Is there objection to present con
sideration of the resolution? · 

There being no objection, the resolu
tion <S. 183) was considered and unani
mous~ agreed to as follows: 

S.RES.183 

Resolved, That the Senate has heard with 
profound sorrow and deep regret the an
nouncement of the death of Hon. John Nance 
Garner, a former Vice President of the United 
States and President of the Senate. 

Resolved, That as a mark of respect to the 
memory of this distinguished man, whose life 
was filled with service to the Nation, to his 
State, and to his fellow men, the Senate do 
now adjourn until 11 o'clock antemeridian, 
Wednesday. 

:Mr .. BYRD of West Vii:ginia. Mr. Presi
dent, ·as a further mark of respect to the 
memory of our distinguished former Vice 
President of the United States and Presi
dent of the Senate, the Honorable John 
Nance Garner, and at the request of the 
majority and miriority leaders I mov.e 
that the Senate cio now adjourn, under 
th~ previous order, un_tll 11 a.m. tomor
row. 

The motion was unanimously agreed 
to; and <at 6 o'clock and 29 minutes 
p.m.) the Senate adjourned until tomor
row, Wednesday, November 8, 1967, at 
lla.m. 

CONFIRMATION 
Executive nominations confirmed by 

the Senate November 7, 1967: 
U.S. TARIFF COMMISSION 

Stanley D. Metzger, of the District of Co
lumbia, to be a member of the U.S. Tariff 
Commission for the term expiring June 16, 
1973, vice PaUl Kaplowitz. 

AMBASSADORS 

Walter N. Tobriner, of the District of Co
lumbia, to be Ambassador Extraordinary and 
Plenipotentiary of the United States of 
America to Jamaica., vice Wilson T. M. Beale, 
Jr. ·' 

Robert G. Miner, of New York, a Foreign 
Service officer of class 1, to be Ambassador 
Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary of the 
United States of America to Sierra Leone. 

NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD 

John Harold Fanning, of Rhode Island., to 
be a member of the National Labor Relations 
Board for the term of 5 years exptring De
cember 16, 1972 (reaippointment). 

U.S. ATl'ORNEYS 

K. Edwin Applegate, of Indiana, to be U.S. 
attorney for the southern district of Indiana 
for the term of 4 years, vice Richard P. Stein, 
resigned. , 

Asher E. Schroeder, of Iowa, tO be u.s. at
torney for the northern district of Iowa for 
the term of 4 years, vJce Donald; E. O'Brien, • 
resigned. 

POSTMASTERS 

ALABAMA 

Rosa E. Whiddon, Newville. 
Edna M. Callaway, Orange Beach. 

ARKANSAS 

Edward B. Gilbert, Bearden. 
Merlin R. Walters, Hartman. 
Bunyan W. Matthews, Jr., Magnolia. 

CALIFORNIA 

Haakon T. Magnussen, Alpine. 
Victor E. Legaspi, Calexico. 
Margaret R. Patterson, Gazelle. 
Constance N. Schroer, ,Green Valley Lake. 
Hugh A. Cassidy, San Rafael. 
Richard K. Kintzel, Solvang. 
Kenneth W. Stoneburner, Twin Peaks. 

COLORADO 

Marea T. Deter, .Deer Trail. 
Sheldon D. Brooks, Greeley. 

CPNNECI'ICUT 

Edwar<J T. Moore, Georgetown. 
J'I.ORmA 

' Horace E. Treadwell, Oak H11L 
Merlo Claudio, Opa Locka. 
Wendell W. Hunt, Palmetto. 
Catherine R. Collins, Plymouth. 

GEORGIA 

James H. Campbell, Cleveland. 
John W. Callaway, Ringgold. 
William o. Cummings, Warthen. 

WAHO 
l . 

Louise K .. Gosselink, Mc Call. 
IOWA 

Wesley T. Ward, Dallas· Genter. 
Dale D. Stupp, Hazelton. 
Rose. ¥·"Qelhaus, Ledyard·. 

_,¥,Y.i;o:p W. F ., Ihde, Monp~a. 

I.. l 

c:n\ .tmf 'liqcrt .. · 
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KANSAS 

Shirley V. Keeler, Assaria. 
Ward L. Harold, Beloit. 
Jim L. Palmer, Haysvme. 
Gerald L. Carpenter, Neodesha. 
Clyde R. Moore, Wellington. 

I I 

KENTUCKY ' un tn.:. - ni 
b 

Paul W. Baker, Greenup. 
Rose K. Durbin, Nazareth. 
William H. Marksberry, Philpot. 
Creed Damron, Robinson Creek. 
Harold G. Rice, Waco. 

LOUI~IANA 

Maxine H. Morrison, Albany. 
Doris L. Bradley, Sondheim.er. 
Est~lle D. Gorman, Tullos. 

..,),,!' 
1)() Oc. MARYLAND 

Rachel B. Racine, Childs. 
J. Hopkins Kolb, Ha:rwood. 
George B. Has89n, Perry~llle. 
William D. Beall, Stevenson. 

MASSACHUSETTS 

Robert L. Garrington, Granby. 
John G. Duffy, West Springfield. 

MINNESOTA 

ti" 

I• 

Francis C. Bohnert, Rosemount. 
i;senjamin C. Smith, Sai)lt Francls1 

Glenn 0. Solomonson, Storden: 
MISSISSIPPI 

Johnnie J. Jones; McCool. 
MISSOURI 

Robert E. Booth, CalnsVille. 
Charles L. Lucas, Caledonia. 
Kenneth W. Bolton, Chaffee, 
Marlon E. Bird, Concordia. 
Ralph 0. Hood, Cosby. 

·~. I 

W1lllam E. Jenkins, Kahoka. 
Robert L. Jackson, Macks Creek. 
Fred W. Bargen, Mapavme. 

MONTANA 

James A. McAn9rew, :Bigfork. 
NEB~A 

0 ... 

')1 v 
I 1. lJ 

'l 

fl I 

I 

I • o 
l·1· 

J :Jll 
1£ l ... l 

111 <n 

'1 ,. 1 

- l:i, HI 

£h;. 

!Jill ' 

I. IJI 

Douglas R. Graul, .Carleton. · / ~ fl 
Frank J . . ,Dietsch, ·Fordyce. ) V.: tt. 
Betty G. Hoelting, Lawrence. 

H 1}lH • 

Marie Sklodowska Curie: Centenqial · of 
Her Birth 

E.X~NSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. ROMAN C. PUCINSKI u 
OF' ILLtNOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,' November 7. 1967 
Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Speaker, today is 

the centennial · of Marie Sklodowska 
Curie's birth. · 

A daughter ef Poland, $he was one of 
the great intellects of history. Her re
search and discoveries unlocked the door 
to many of the scientific wonders of our 
20th century, wonders which expand and 
appear infinite each day. 

Twice she was awarded the Nobel Prize 
for her outstandihg work. Her scholar
ship and humanity were acknowledged 
throughout t.he world-she was a legend 
come to life. 

Her dedication to science arid ·toi un
covering truth and sharing the enormity 
of her discoveries with her fellow human 
beings provided an example that has 

Helen V. Mcchesney, Lebanon. 
Bernadean R'. Strufing, Martell. 
Gary L. Boese, Pickrell. 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 

Laurent J. Ruell, Ashland. 
Richarµ .P : Plper,

1 
Jr., Holderness. 

NEW JERSEY 

Ger~ldine B. Nyce, Califon. 
Richard , E. Case, Pennington. 

1 Ernest ~·'Muska, Pe_rth Amboy. 
Clifford G. Braack, Pompton Plains. 

NEW YORK 

Harris A. ~ellogg, Altmar. 
Edward B. Zunner, Appleton. 
Ethel M. Remy, Esopus. 
John L. M;artiµ, Friendship. 

, V:irginla, E. Hunt, Greenwood. 
Hllliard R. Crane; Livonia. 
Jarvis E. Ireland, Panama. 
William J. ~ewham, Sr., Patchogue. 
'Melva J ; Sherman, Shelter Island. 

I ' NORTH CAROLINA 

Pauline L. Harton, Colon: 
Paul E. Peeler, Granite Quarry. 
l?tanley yv. Johnson, Hope M11ls. 
Robert F. Corbin, Sr., La Grange. 
Ross L. Edwards, Jr., Roanoke Rapids. 
:rbp;n ~· w;~ns: ,Teachey. 

I OHIO 

John W. Schromen, Orrv1lle . . 

111 
Elmer R.,Kll~ger, West li1armington. 

,J OKLAHOMA 

Russel J. Alberty, Haskell. 
Kenneth,P. Lewis, Quapaw. 
I I 

OREGON 

Gladys M .. Mortimore; Mitchell. 

Charles s. S. Reppert, Shoemakersvme. 
Charles S. Romanoski, Souderton. 

RHODE ISLAND 

Howard F. Tucker, Jr., Chepachet. 
Peter McLaren, Greenville. 

SOUTH CAROLINA 

Ray M. Head, Salem. 
SOUTH pAKOTA 

Thomas W. MacKrell, Vale. 
TENNESSEE 

Robert T. Jacoqs, Beechgrove. 
.Odell J. Trotter, Brighton. 

' Edna E. Courtner, Butler. 
Kenneth W. Overstreet, Celina. 

. Joseph W. Satterfield; Dandridge. 
i; 

1 Robert H. 1Scates, Henning . 
<• Mary Nell S. Harris, ·Prospect .. · 

Harry D. Montgomery,rTrenton. 

• l 

TEXAS 

AudreY. L. Ware, Austwell. 
Kenneth R. Hopkins, Crowley. 
Oornelious M. Hatch, Hamilton. 
Buna M. Taylor; Harleton. 
Charles E. Clifford, Jr., .Hitchcock. 
Wesley E. Coburn, Hunstville. 
Mary R. Morris, Mobeetie. 

VIRGIN ISLANDS 

Rupert R. Abramson, F,Tederiksted. 
VIRGINIA 

Robert c. Smith, Jr., Bumpass. 
Kendall F. Bailey, Madison H;eights, 
Joseph H. Clarke, Jr., Martinsville. 
Russell ~· s. Clem, Staunton. " 

WASHINGTON 

Mary A. Johnson, Beaver. 
David P. Watkins, Castle Rock. 
Dorothy L. Bluhm,. Edison. 

J Thoma~ J. O'Conn~J,l, Kent._, 
Mary E. Thomas, Soap Lake. 

PENNSYLVANIA 

'Dorald E. C ark, Breezewood . . 
Alvin C. Brady, East McKeesport. 
Elizabeth A. Lis, -EVerson. ----- • WEST VIRGINIA 

Andy F. Sabo, Jefferson. 
·Eleanor M. Lyncli,'l,ittle Meadows. 
Liberty R. Catherine, Morrlsdale! 
Robert N. Wagner, Sagamore. 
Delbert L. Potts, Saint Petersburg. 
Wilford C. Park, Saltillo. 

never been surpassed in our history on 
earth. . -

A warm and generous human being, 
a brilliant and original scientist, Marie 
Curie brought honor to her parents and 
to her native Poland. 

It is a pleasure t6 join with' my col
leagues in commemorating the life of 
this spectacular woman tod~y on · this 
lOOth anniversary of her birth. 

The Soviet Union: SO Years Since the 
Revolution 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF " 

HON. ED REINECKE 
,O~ CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, November 7, 1967 
Mr. REINECKE. Mr. Speaker, on No

vember 7, 19111, in the capital• city of 
Petrograd-now Leningrad-the m111tary 
forces of the Bolsheviks took over the 
reins and apparatus of the Russian Gov-

Kenneth Vandevender, Dailey. 
Martha W. Kramer, Durbin. · 
Russell L.' Morrow, Smithers. 

WISCONSIN 

Louis s. Skarda, -coleinan. 
Richard L. SChwartz, Ixonia. 

e_rnment. Rus8ia haq been in the throes of 
collapse and revolution for the past year. 
Moderates had overthrown the czarist 
reghD.e in, March 19f7, but had not, been 
able to consolidate forces or to act in a 
positive way to alleviate the economic 
dislocation and sufferi~g caused by the 
country's inability to copei with the pro
lo;iged Fir~t Wprld W:~r. When on No
vember 7 the Second All-Russian Con
gress of Soviets convened with a clear 
Bolsheviki majority, it set about immedi
ately to organize a government which 
would ease the harsh conditions in the 
country. 

Today, 50 years later, it is apprppriate 
that we stop to look at the results of what 
some have called "the greatest pdlitical 
e'Vent bf tliis~century." No one ·can doubt 
thatt :Progress has been made-in educa
tion, science, social services, industrial
izatfon, urbanization, military power, 
m1ssi1e and space technology. In total 
volume of economic production, Russia 
has moved up from fifth rank in the 
world in 1917 to second Under that of the 
United States. However, since the SoVil!t 
regime has given first priority to build
ing heavy industry, the general standard 
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